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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Every LAWYER will be glad to hear that there is no founda- 
tion for the statement, which has appeared in several of our 
daily contemporaries, that Mr. Justice Cuartzs has tendered 
his resignation. There is every reason to hope that this dis- 
tinguished judge will be able to resume his seat on the bench. 





We may be permitted to draw the attention of our readers to 
the letter from Messrs. Remrry & Rosz, of Calcutta, with 
regard to powers of attorney authorizing the transfer of an 
interest in land in India. Information such as our corres- 
pondents give is of great value, and we wish that practitioners 
in our colonies would furnish our readers with similar icu- 
lars. It is by no means infrequent for delay and difficulty to 
arise in dealing with land in India or the colonies by reason of 
the imperfections of powers of attorney prepared in this country. 
Our correspondents’ remarks as to the substitute in India for 
the ordinary covenants for title on the conveyance of land are 
interesting, but we rather fail to understand how vendors came 
to consent to such substitution. We presume that the provi- 
sion of Indian law as to the contract by the vendor with the 
buyer only prevails in the absence of express stipulation. 





THE BENEFICIAL PowER possessed by the Court of Appeal of 
checking appeals, by requiring the ap t to find security for 
costs, is one which, in the opinion of many lawyers, is not so 
frequently exercised as it ought to be; but, at all events, 
when exercised it ought to be made effective. A curious, and 
practically ineffective, exercise of this power occurred in Court 
of Appeal No. II. this week. An application was made to Mr. 
Justice Kexewron to take a trade-mark off the register, but 
without success. The applicant appealed, whereupon the com- 
pany who own the trade-mark applied for security for the 
costs of the appeal. The Oourt of ppeal, after considerable 
argument, ordered the appellant to find security for £10, which, 
of course, is an utterly inadequate sum to cover the costs of the 
appeal if he fails. This decision does not commend itself to 
common sense. Either no case was made out for security, in 
which event no security ought to have been ordered; or a case 
was made out, in which event the security ought to have been 


adequate. 
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society on Friday last; the motion to confirm the resolution 
passed at the January meeting being rejected by the noble 
majority of thirteen. We do not think that the Council can be 
congratulated on this decision. The result, as Mr. PennineTon 
pointed out, is absolutely inconsistent with the recommendation 
made by them to the Lord Chancellor; but there is a more 
serious respect in which the Council have succeeded in stultifying 
themselves. Throughout all the discussions as to land transfer 
and other matters they have steadfastly adhered to what we have 
sometimes been constrained to call their parrot cry of “ Let no 
considerations of personal advantage be permitted to interfere 
with the public interest””—a cry which, it may be remembered, 
Lord Hatssury once designated by a somewhat stronger 
epithet. Now, for the first time, the majority of the Council 
apparently put the convenience of lawyers before the interest of 
li ts. What will be the impression of the constituents of 
the Council? Will it not be that as to all legal changes which 
are not likely to seriously affect large London firms the public 
interest is to have a paramount influence ; but when the comfort 
and convenience of members of such firms are threatened 


public interest is to take a back seat? We do not mean to say | 


that such an impression will be well founded ; we believe that a 
considerable number of the majority on the Council are honestly 
persuaded that the proper course to be pursued, in the interest 
of litigants, is to shorten the Long Vacation and have the courts 
and offices open for a longer period. But the impression to 
which we have referred is one for which it is most undesirable 
for the Council to lend any handle, and we cannot forbear to 
express our regret that Mr. Laxe, whose action has always 
been in favour of practical reform in legal matters for the 
benefit of the public, should on this occasion have lent his 
powerful aid to the obstructives. The answer to his argu- 
ment, that if pleadings were allowed to be delivered there would 
be no Long Vacation, was given by Mr. Ex1etr. The closing 
of the courts makes all the difference: all that is proposed is 
that pleadings shall be delivered; and the suggestion that 
inconvenience will be caused to solicitors and that counsel 
will be absent, appears to be somewhat absurd. Is it not the 
fact that in every London firm one partner is in attendance at 
the offices throughout the Long Vacation, and that counsel will 
be accessible if they are wanted? The vote at the meeting last 
week cannot be taken as in any way decisive of the matter, and 
the Council will, sooner or later, have to come into line with 
what we believe to be the general opinion of the profession. 





In THE case of Re Hellard, before Mr. Justice Norru on 
Tuesday, a question arose as to the proper amount of the 
seale fee payable to a lessor’s solicitor on the granting of a 
renewed lease for ninety-nine years, determinable on lives, at 
an annual rent of 12s. 1d. and a fine or premium of £12 1s. 8d. 
The fee prescribed by the second scale in Part II. of Schedule 
1. to the Remuneration Order, in the case of “‘long leases not 
at rack-rent,” for tlie lessor’s solicitor ‘‘for preparing, settling, 
and completing lease and counterpart,” is, when the annual 
rent does not exceed £5, £5, and it was not disputed that the 
solicitors were entitled to this fee. But rule 5 in Part II. says 
that “where a lease is partly in consideration of a money 
payment or premium and partly of a rent, then, in addition to 
the remuneration hereby prescribed in respect of the rent, there 
shall be paid a further sum equal to the remuneration on a 

hase at a price equal to such money payment or premium.” 

y Part I. of Schedule I. the fee prescribed for a vendor's 
solicitor ‘‘ for deducing title to freehold, copyhold, or leasehold 
property, and perusing and completing conveyance,” is 30s. per 
cent. for the first £1,000 of purchase money. Rule 7 in Part 
L ides that “fractions of £100 under £50 are to be 
rec. as £50.” And by rule 8, “where the prescribed 
remuneration would, but for this provision, amount to less than 
£5, the prescribed remuneration shall be £5, except on trans- 
actions under £100, in which cases the remuneration of the 
solicitor for the vendor, purchaser, mortgagor, or mortgagee, is 
to be £3.” By virtue of these rules the lessor’s solicitors claimed 
a fee of £3 in respect of the premium, in addition to the fee of £5 
in respect of the rent, and the taxing master held that they were 


entitled to it, thus giving them £8 altogether. On behalf of the 








lessee, who had to pay the costs of the lessor’s solicitors, it was 
contended that the fee payable under Part I. in respect of the 
premium being:primd facie 15s., that sum ought to be added tp 
the £5 payable in respect of the rent, and that, as the prescribed 
remuneration would not ‘‘ amount to less than £5,” the 
vision of rule 8 for a minimum charge would not apply, and the 
solicitors would be entitled-only to £5 15s. Mr. Justice Nongy 
held that this was not the right mode of construing the rules, 
He considered that, in order to ascertain the fee payable jy 
respect of the premium, Part I., including rule 8, must alone he 
regarded, and that you could not go back to Part II. until the 
fee in respect of the premium had been ascertained with 
reference to rule8. This made it clear that £3 was the premium 
fee, and then you must go back to Part II. and add the £3 t» 
the rent fee. His lordship accordingly confirmed the decision 
of the taxing master. There cannot, we think, be any doubt 
that this is the correct view of the rules, and it is satisfactory tp 
find that they have been construed, as is not often the cage, 
favourably to solicitors. 





WHAT INTERPRETATION does the law put upon the wor 
“creditor”? That, apparently, was the question in the case of 
Reg. v. Hopkins and Another, argued on Saturday before the 
Court for Crown Cases Reserved. The indictment was laid 
under section 13 (2) of the Debtors Act, 1869, and alleged that 
Horxmns and the other defendant did, on the 8th of October, 
1894, unlawfully, and with intent to defraud one Annie Cops. 
LAND, @ creditor of the said Horxins, make a charge upon his 
property. It was proved at the trial that on the day mentioned, 
while an action for breach of promise of marriage was pending 
against Horxrns at the suit of Miss CorELanp, he gave the other 
defendant a charge upon his property. Judgment in the action 
was given in favour of the plaintiff on the 2nd of November, 
1894, for damages and costs ; and the question was whether or 
not Horxins was a creditor of Miss CorzzanpD on the 8th of 
October. This question was answered by the court in the 
negative, and the correctness of the decision cannot well be 
doubted. In the Roman law the word “creditor” included 
anyone who had a personal right against another; but the 
English law limits the word to one who has a right to be paid 
a definite or liquidated sum by another. In Jones v. Thompson 
(E. B. & E. 63) it was held that a garnishee order could not be 
made against a person against whom the defendant had recovered 
a verdict in an action for unliquidated damages, but against 
whom judgment had not yet been signed. The court followed 
Ex parte Charles (14 East, 197), and these decisions seem to 
establish the rule that a person entitled to unliquidated damages 
cannot be a ‘‘creditor”’ until he has obtained judgment. Under 
the Bankruptcy Act demands in the nature of unliquidated 
damages are not provable unless they arise out of ‘‘ a contract, 
promise, or breach of trust,” and only then when the amount 
can be “ fairly estimated.” It can hardly be argued that the 
damages payable for breach of the contract to marry are such 
as can be fairly estimated by the Bankruptcy Court, and Lord 
Sezorwe seems to have expressed this opinion in Hardy ¥. 
Fothergill (13 App. Cas. 351), but no doubt damages for breach 
of almost any other contract may be so estimated. A person, 
however, who has a demand for unliquidated damages for breach 
of contract is not a creditor, nor entitled to rank with creditors, 
till such damages have been liquidated, and the estimation by 
the court is equivalent for this purpose to a judgment. 





Tux supcments of the Court of Appeal in Gaskell v. Gosling, 
upon appeal from the decision of Lord Russxx1, O.J., shew a0 
interesting divergence of opinion. In May 1892, a company 
known as Poole & White (Limited) raised £3,000 on debentures 
secured by a trust deed, the defendants being the trustees for 
the debenture-holders. The deed provided that in the event 
of the trustees certifying that the security was endangered they 
might appoint a receiver of the mortgaged premises, and the 
receiver was to be the agent of the company. The mo 

remises included all the property and business of the company. 
fn July of the same year the defen , who were bankers, 
appointed Ketzy receiver, but they made it a condition that 
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should bank with them in his own name as receiver of the 
company, and that his cheques should be srenentgeet by 
their solicitor. In September, 1892, a winding-up order was 
made, but Kxtiy continued to carry on the. business, the 
liquidator taking no part in it. Upon Kutry’s orders as 
receiver the plaintiffs supplied to the value of £488 
between December, 1893, and January, 1895, and the action 
was brought to recover this amount from the trustees 
for the debenture-holders. Under these circumstances two 
questions arose: First, as to the relation between Keriy and 
the trustees apart from the winding up; and, secondly, as to 
their relation in the winding up. It is clear that a mortgagee 
ean effectively contract to be at liberty to appoint a receiver who 
shall be the agent of the mortgagor, and primd facie, therefore, 


Kutty was the agent of the company. But the 7% ay of the | guish 


Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorzs, L.J.) held that 
this result was averted by the special conditions of his appoint- 
ment. The control which the trustees obtained over his bank- 
ing account turned him, so it was held, into their agent, and 
hence they were liable for the goods supplied on his order. 
But according to Ricsy, L.J., the theory that the receiver is 
the agent of the mortgagor goes so far as to turn directions 
given him by the mortgagee into directions of the mortgagor, 
and hence the special terms of Ke.iy’s appointment amounted 
to no more than this, that the mortgagors fad given him certain 
directions for the benefit of the mortgagees; they did not 
affect the question of his agency. It may be doubted, however, 
whether the receiver’s hypothetical agency for the mortgagor 
ought to be used in this strictly logical way to deprive of their 
true effect facts which, taken by themselves, tell against the 
agency. Assuming, however, that the receiver was not in the first 
instance the agent of the trustees, there was still the question 
whether he did not become so on the winding up of the com- 

y, and here the divergence of opinion was equally marked. 

rd Esuer and ‘Lorzs, L.J., agreed with Lord Rvusseut, 0.J., 
that, since upon the winding up the company ceased to be a 
going concern, the agency of the receiver for the company was 
terminated, and that the trustees were therefore bound either to 
end his appointment or to assume liability for his acts. In the 
view of Ricsy, L.J., on the other hand, this change in the cir- 
cumstances of the company did not impose any liability on the 
trustees, and the result of the company ceasing to be the 
receiver’s principal was to make the receiver himself personally 
liable, with a right of recourse against the company’s assets. 
Clearly the law as to the position of receivers is in a most un- 
fortunate state of uncertainty. 





Ir 1s interesting to note that, although the occasion for 
directly overruling the well-known and often-criticized case of 
Toulmin v. Steere (3 Mer. 210) has not yet arisen, yet in the 
view of the Court of Appeal it seems to be practically out of 
the way. When a charge on property is vl in a person who 
has a present interest in the property, the question whether the 
charge is merged or is to be deemed to be kept alive for the 
benefit of the person in whom it is vested depends upon the 
intention of that person; and if no intention can be discovered, 


the court will presume an intention against merger if that is | tury 


most for his advantage. Thus, if a charge is vested in the 
owner in fee, the merger is allowed to take effect; but if it is 
vested in a tenant for life, the intention is presumed to be 
against merger, and the charge is kept alive accordingly. A 

principle might be supposed to apply in favour of a first 
mortgagee who purchases the equity of redemption, and also in 
favour of a purchaser where the first mo is paid off out of 
the purchase money. In the event of the land not being able to 
satisty the various mortgages upon it, the presumption should 
be in favour of retaining the advantage over the subsequent 
mortgages which is siean tes the first mortgage. According to 
Toulmin v. Steere, however, the first mortgage under such cir- 
cumstances is extinguished, and the subsequent eo 
consequently are advanced. In Adams v. Angell (5 Ch. D. 


634) this result was avoided on the ground that the first 
ree when he purchased the equity of redemption 

ested an intention to keep the first mortgage > 
and in the recent case of Thorne v. Cann (1895, A, OQ, 11), 





in the House of Lords, where the purchaser of the equity of 
redemption on paying off the first was careful to take 
an assignment of the mo this was held in itself to evince 
an intention to keep alive the mortgage. But the terms in 
which Zoulmin v. Steere has been spoken of render it unnecessary, 
in the opinion of Luyntey, L.J., any longer to look for evidence of 
actual intention, and the ordinary rule as to presumption of inten- 
tion applies. In Liquidation Estates Co. v. Willoughby (ante, p. 418) 
he suggests that in the case where a purchaser of the equity of 
redemption pays off a first that mortgage will be 
facial to be kept alive for his benefit, unless an intention to 
the contrary appears; though under the very special circum- 
stances of that case it was held that a contrary intention 
appeared, and that the first mortgage was consequently extin- 
ished. 





WE RECENTLY referred to the general effect of the Agri- 
cultural Rates Bill. Without entering on the much debated 
question of the policy of the measure, we may be permitted 
to point out that there is ample precedent for the system 
of grants out of the Imperial Exchequer in aid of 
local rates. Apart from the case of school boards, county 
councils receive annual payments from the proceeds of estate 
duty (Local Government Act, 1888, ss. 21, 22; Finance Act, 
1894, s. 19), of local taxation licences, such as wine, spirit, and 
beer licences, dog tax, and gun and game licences (i., section 
20), and of local taxation (customs and excise) duties (Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1890, s. 7; Local Taxation (Customs 
and Excise) Act, 1890, s. 1). There is also precedent for the 

rinciple of requiring a less proportion of a rate to be paid by 
and than by buildings. Thus, under the Lighting and Watch- 
ing Act, 1833, owners and occupiers of buildings are rated at a 
rate in the pound three times greater than that at which owners 
and occupiers of land are rated ; under the Public Libraries Act, 
1892, arable, meadow, and pasture ground and woodlands, 
market gardens, and nursery grounds are entitled to an allow- 
ance of two-thirds of the amount of the assessment ; and under 
the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 230, occupiers of lands of 
the same description contribute to a “ special expenses rate” 
one-fourth part only of the rate in the pound payable in respect 
of houses and other rty. The new Bill, therefore, does 
not go so far prea ny relief of land as several existing 
statutes ; nor does it apply in cases (of which the above are 
examples) where the occupier of agricultural land is already 
liable to pay a rate in the proportion of a half, or less than a 
half, as compared with the occupier of other hereditaments. 





BYE-LAWS OF LOCAL AUTHORITIES. 


Ever since powers of local government began to be exercised 
by various authorities throughout England there has been 
growing up a body of local legislation, inferior in importance 
to the statutes of the realm, but none the less of very serious 
moment to the inhabitants of the districts affected. The 
increase in the number and in the powers of local authorities 
which has marked the legislation of the last quarter of a cen- 
has naturally brought with it an increase in this local 
legislation, and it has become important to consider on what 

rinciples such legislation ought to proceed, and how far it may 
& invalidated by a sy tg from those gy ono 

The power to make bye-laws exists under innumerable Acts 
of Parliament ; even apart from statute, it was long ago recog- 
nized that such a body as the ion of a town could make 
bye-laws, provided that the bye-laws were not inconsistent with 
the charter of incorporation (Rex v. Cutbush, 4 Burr. 2204). 
But the express statutory to make bye-laws have become 
so much more important eat it is not proposed in this article 
to discuss any powers of legislation which may be inherent in 
any local eles and amongst the very numerous modern Acts 
which confer upon local authorities powers of making bye-laws 
may be mentioned the Public Health Act, 1875; the Municipal 
eee Act, 1882; and the Local Government Acts, 1888 
and 1894. 

In all cases where this power is conferred by statute the 
| matters as to which bye-laws can be made by the local authority 
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are specified fwith a greater or less degree of precision. Hence 
arises the first principle as to the validity of bye-laws to which 
attention ought to be called. A bye-law must not be ultra vires. 
It must not deal with matters other than those to which the 
wer of the local authority to make bye-laws extends, 
osely allied to this principle is a second—viz., that a bye-law 
must be reasonable. These two principles are the rocks upon 
which many bye-laws have been wrecked, and it is often diffi- 
cult to say which rock was really the fatal one in any par- 
ticular case. They have been acted upon by the courts in 
innumerable cases, and it is unnecessary to cite authorities to 
shew that they are the governing principles upon which ques- 
tions as to the validity of bye-laws are decided; reference 
may, however, be made to the case of .4ity v. Farrell (decided 
in the present week and reported on another page) as fully 
recognizing these rules. 
§ It is in the application of these established principles to par- 
ticular bye-laws that’ difficulty has often arisen; and this is the 
case more especially with reference to the second rule. A 
bye-law can hardly be unreasonable in the opinion of those 
who framed it, and it is eminently desirable that local authorities 
should have some acquaintance with the considerations which 
have influenced the courts in deciding as to whether a bye-law 
is or is not reasonable. Some of these considerations or sub- 
sidiary rules become apparent when the cases on the validity of 
bye-laws are considered. 

A bye-law is unreasonable if it is oppressive or curtails the 
liberties of individuals more than is necessary to give effect to 
the object which it has in view. An instance of the application 
of this subsidiary rule is given by a recent case. County 
councils and municipal corporations are empowered by section 
23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 (which is made 
applicable to county councils by section 16 of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888), to make bye-laws for the good rule and 
government of the county or borough. A county council acting 
under this power made a bye-law for the prevention of the use 
of profane or obscene language, and their power to make such a 
bye-law was not disputed; but the bye-law absolutely pro- 
hibited the use of such language “in any street or public place 
or on land adjacent thereto.” This was held to be unreasonable, 
not only because it would have made punishable the use of 
objectionable language in a private park or garden, but because 
it was not confined to cases where other persons were annoyed 
by the language in question; it would be unreasonable to 
punish a mun for the use of language which annoyed no other 
person (Strickland v. Hayes, ante, p. 316). A leading case upon 
this point is Johnson v. Mayor of Croydon (16 Q. B. D. 708); 
there a bye-law for good rule and government made by a 
town council provided that no person not being a member 
of the Army or auxiliary forces should play upon any musical 
instrument in any street in the borough on Sunday ; it was held 
that this sweeping prohibition was unreasonable and void. A 
gg bye-law was held unreasonable in Munro v. Watson (57 

. T. 366). 


Another subsidiary rule as to the reasonableness of bye-laws 
is that a bye-law must not be contrary to the general law, and 
in considering whether a bye-law is in fact contrary to the 
general law the court will look at existing enactments relating 
to the same subject matter. Thus, in the case of Strickland v. 
Hayes, aiready referred to, the court referred to the provisions 
of the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847, as to the use of profane 
language, and found that the offence in that Act was the use of 
such language in a street and to the annoyance of the passengers. 
And in Alty v. Farrell one consideration which influenced the 
court to decide against the validity of the bye-law was that in 
dealing with matters which were dealt with by the Act under 
which it was made the provisions of the bye-law were more 
stringent and more harassing than those of the statute. 

It is said that a bye-law must be founded upon some offence 
known to the English law, and that a bye-law which purports 
to create a new offence is bad. This proposition must not, as 
Liyptey, L.J., remarked in Strickland y. Hayes, be taken to mean 
that a bye-law can only reiterate the provisions of a statute; 
it means rather that, where a bye-law is dealing with a subject 


which is not made criminal by the law which deals with the 
particular subject. Thus a bye-law imposing a penalty upop 
any person who exposed for sale victuals which were unfit for 
human food was held to be good, because to expose such food 
for sale was already a nuisance at common law (Shillito y. 
Thompson (24 W.R. 57,1 Q. B.D. 12). On the other hand 
bye-laws imposing a penalty upon a person in charge of 
carriage not having proper lamps attached when p i 
along a road after dark have recently, we understand, beep 
held to be unreasonable by justices for the reason that in the 
various Acts dealing with vehicular traffic on roads no such 
vision is to be found. These decisions seem to fall within 
the rule last adverted to, and to have been correct. 

A further rule may be laid down as to reasonableness. What 
is reasonable in one locality is not so as to another, and a bye. 
law which may be good in one district may be bad in ano 
by reason of the different circumstances of the two districts, 
This is well illustrated by the cases as to the keeping of swine, 
An urban authority (district council) is empowered by the 
Public Health Act, 1875 (s. 44), to make bye-laws “ for the 
prevention of the keeping of animals on any premises so as to 
be injurious to health.” A rural sanitary authority (on whom 
urban powers had been conferred under the Act) made a bye. 
law prohibiting the keeping of swine within fifty feet from a 
dwelling-house. This was held to be unreasonable in a rural 
district (Heap v. Burnley Union, 12 Q. B. D. 617); whereas in 
the case of an urban district a bye-law prohibiting the keeping 
of the same animals within a hundred feet of a dwelling-house 
was held to be good (Wanstead Local Board v. Wooster, 25 L, T, 
81). Buta bye-law made by a town council imposing a fine 
upon every person keeping swine anywhere within the boro 
was held to be unreasonable and bad (Hverett v. Grapes, 3 L. T, 
669). 

Te has long since been decided that a bye-law may be 
good in part and bad in part if the two parts are distinct from 
each other and separately entire (Rex v. Faversham, 8 T. R. 352; 
Reg. v. Iundie, 10 W. R. 267 ; Strickland v. Hayes, ubi supra), 

Enough has been said to shew that the framing of the bye 
laws of local authorities is a matter which requires extreme care 
and a considerable knowledge of case law. The pitfalls are 
many, and the fact that the bye-laws pass muster at the Local 
Government Board, or other public department whose sanction 
is required, is no warrant of their legality (Zloood v. Bullock, 6 
Q. B. 383), although the department may, and probably dogs, 
consider the question of their validity. The main points 
consider as to each bye-law are: Does it relate to a subject as 
to which the authority has power to make bye-laws? and Is the 
bye-law itself reasonable, not wider than is required to meet the 
case, not. contrary to the general law, and well adapted to the 
circumstances of the locality ? 








THE COMPANIES BILL. 
IV. 


Registration of Mortgages.—At the present time companies are 
bound by section 43 of the Companies Act, 1862, to “keep & 
register of all mortgages and charges specifically affecting 
property of the company,” and the register is open to 
inspection of creditors and members. In the view of the Board 
of Trade Committee the section has become almost a dead 
letter ; partly, it is suggested, on the ground that creditors who 
desire to retain business connections with a company are not 
likely to avail themselves of their right of inspection at the com- 
pany’s office. To meet their case, and also to afford assistance 
to persons who are proposing toe embark on dealings with a com 
pany, the Companies Bill, while not interfertag with section 43, 
requires the public registration of certain classes of securities, 
These are (4) mortgages or charges for securing an issue ¢ 
debentures ; (b) mortgages or charges on uncalled or unpaid 
capital; (c) mortgages or charges created by an instrument 
which if executed by an individual would require registration 
as a bill of sale; and (d) floating charges on the prsney: 
property of the company. Registration must take plave with 





which is already dealt with by statute or by the common law, 
it must not go beyond the existing law, and make criminal that 


seven days after creation of the security, and in default of regi 
tration the security will be void against the liquidator and aay 
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qeditor of the company ; but it is not to be necessary to regi 

jiens by law or charges created in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness. The registrar is to keep a separate register with 
respect to each company of all mortgages and charges requiring 


yegistration, and the register is to be open to inspection by any | 


on the payment of the prescribed fee, not exceeding one 
. The guty of registering mort and charges falling 
within the above c is thrown in the first instance on the 
directors, and any director in default is liable to a fine of £50 ; 
but it is, of course, essential for the mortgagee or other person 
entitled to the benefit of the security to see that it is duly regis- 
tered, and consequently the clause provides that any mortgage 
or charge requiring registration may be registered on the appli- 
cation of any person interested therein. According to the ordi- 
rule governing registration, securities are to have priority 
according to the date of registration, and not according to the 
date of execution. These appear to be the principal provisions 
of clause 27. 

The clause, it will be noticed, expressly sanctions mortgages 
of uncalled capital. As to the policy of permitting such 
securities there is considerable difference of opinion, but they 
have been recognized both by the Court of Appeal (Re Pyle 
Works (Limited), 38 W. R. 674, 44 Ch. D. 584) and by the 
Privy Council (Newton v. Anglo-Australian Investment Co., 43 
W. R. 40; 1895, A. OC. 244), and they have become so pre- 
valent that any attempt to interfere with them would con- 
stitute a serious inroad on existing practice. It is proper, 
however, that there should be the same facility for discovering 
the existence of a mortgage of uncalled capital as for dis- 
covering the existence of the uncalled capital itself. The 
latter appears from the return annually made to the registrar, 
and it is an item of the highest importance in the calculations 
of persons intending to deal with the company. It should 
be possible, therefore, at once to ascertain whether the creation 
of any charge upon it has rendered it unavailable for creditors. 

Similar considerations apply with respect to debentures. 
Practically these constitute a means of raising capital for the 
purposes of the company; but it is capital which in a winding 
up must be repaid to the debenture-holders in priority to the 
unsecured creditors of the company, and in ordinary circum- 
stances the issue of debentures tends to diminish the credit 
af the company. It is consequently one of those fundamental 
facts affecting the financial position of the company which a 
person about to have dealings with the company should be 
able readily to ascertain. It may be a question whether the 
clause as drafted requires registration of all mortgage deben- 
tures, or only of a trust deed to secure debentures; but this 
is a distinction which does not affect the position of the outside 
creditors, and the requirement of registration should apply to 
all debentures alike. If this is the intention of the Bill, it seems 
to be unn to provide separately for the registration of 
ge of chattels. Where these are contained in deben- 
tures their registration is already — for, while other- 
Wise they require registration under the Bills of Sale Acts. With 
as to floating charges, these usually exist in connection 

debentures, and the registration of the debenture security 
will shew whether the company has created a floating charge 
om the whole of its undertaking. But such a charge is not 
necessarily confined to debentures, and since on a winding up 
itusually fastens on all the assets of the company, it is a security 
to which publicity should be given. 

Accounts and Audit—The clauses relating to accounts and 
audit are amongst the most important in the Bill, and in one 

—the publicity of balance-sheets—they contain a proposal 

Waich is open to grave objection. Olause 28 provides for the 
tion of an annual balance-sheet—‘ the shareholders’ 
-sheet ’—which is to be sent to the registered address of 

every shareholder. It is to contain on either side certain speci- 
items, and is to be accompanied by a certificate of the 
rs—in addition to the auditors’ report—that it is so 

wn up as to exhibit‘ correct view of the state of the com- 
pany’s affairs. Qlauses 29 and 30 provide for the appointment 
Temuneration of auditors. The appointment must be made 
ateach annual general meeting, and in default the Board of 
Trade may, on the application of any member of the company, 





t an auditor for the current year and fix his remunera- | 


tion. Clause 31 requires the directors to supply the auditors 
with a balance-sheet—‘“‘ the private balance-sheet ’—giving the. 
details on which the shareholders’ balance-sheet is founded. 
Under clause 32 the auditors are to have right of access to the 
books and accounts and vouchers of the company, and are to be 
entitled to require information and explanation its officers ; 


‘and clause 33 defines their duties. The auditors are to use 


reasonable diligence to ascertain that the books have been pro- 
perly kept and record correctly the financial and trading tran- 
sactions of the company, and they are to examine the balance- 
sheet and other reports presented to the members, and report 
whether they have been drawn up in accordance with the 

and whether, when taken together with any explanations 
attached thereto by the directors, they present a correct view of 
the state of the company’s affairs. A director or auditor who 
knowingly violates any of these provisions will be guilty of a 
misfeasance within section 10 of the Act of 1890, and he will be 
liable consequently to make such compensation as the court shall 
think just. 

So far the provisions as to accounts and audit concern only 
the members of the company ; but clause 28, in addition to pro- 
viding that the shareholders’ balance-sheet shall be sent to the 
members, requires that a copy shall be sent to the registrar 
within thirty days after the general meeting at which it has 
been laid before the company. There is no specific direction, as 
in the case of the register of mortgages, that the balance-sheet 
shall be open to public inspection, but this follows from the 
general provision of section 174 of the Act of 1862 that ‘‘ every 
person may inspect the documents kept by the registrar of joint- 
stock companies.” 

There is, of course, very much in these provisions which sim- 
ly incorporates the practice of any -conducted es. 
n preparing the annual accounts it is essential first to digest 

them into a detailed balance-sheet, upon which the balance- 
sheet to be submitted to the shareholders is founded. Practi- 
cally the directors represent that the balance-sheet so submitted 
exhibits correctly the state of the company’s affairs, and there is 
no harm—and probably not much good—in annexing a certifi- 
cate of the board to this effect. Similarly the appointment of 
auditors and the facilities granted to them for investigating the 
position of the company represent the ordinary practice, at any 
rate in the case of pes Se as opposed to private, companies. 

The Bill, however, is directly contrary both to the report of 
the Board of Trade Committee and to the prevailing opinion of 
the commercial world in requiring the publication of the annual 
balance-sheet. The accounts of the company are of immediate 
concern only to the shareholders, and outsiders who have 
occasion to test the credit of the company can take the same 
ene gas as in the case of an individual trader. Moreover, so 

aras private companies are concerned, the provisions as to 
audit are unn . Asa rule such companies have their 
accounts audited in the usual way; but this is by no means a 
universal practice, and if the shareholders desire to dispense 
with the precaution of an audit, there is no reason why the law 
should interfere. The desire on the part of the Board of Trade 
to enforce the proper keeping of accounts is no doubt praise- 
worthy, but it should be carried into effect with due regard to 
the actual requirements of business. To introduce a distinction 
in this respect between public and private companies means, 
indeed, that the Bill should boldly deal with the existence of 

rivate companies and place them upon a satisfactory footing ; 
but this is a task which ought to be undertaken. 

The duty of the auditors, it will be observed, is to report 
whether, so far as they are in a position to form an opinion, the 
balance-sheet and accounts present a correct view of the state of 
the company’s affairs. Under section 7 of the Act of 1879 the 
duty of the auditor of a bank is to report whether the balance- 
sheet exhibits a true and correct view of the state of the 
company’s affairs as shewn by the books of the company. The 
omission of these qualifying words shews that under the pro- 
pens system the auditors are not to restrict themselves to the 

ks of the company, and they will be bound therefore to take 
reasonable care to ensure that the books fairly represent the 
financial aspect of the actual transactions of the company. 

Winding w.—Clause 26 introduces three new grounds for 
winding-up: (a) where the court is satisfjed that a certificate of 
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incorporation has been obtained by fraud, misrepresentation, or 
mistake, or by a wilful violation of any provision of the Oom- 
panies Acts; (4) where the court is satisfied that the company 
was formed, or that its business has been carried on, with the 
intent or in such a manner as to defraud, defeat, or delay 
creditors, or for any fraudalent or illegal purpose; and (c) 
where the court is satisfied that any shares have been allotted 
in contravention of the provisions of the Act. These provisions 
appear to have been suggested by Salomon’s case, and the clause 
goes on to give statutory sanction to the course there adopted. 
Where a winding-up order has been made upon any of the 
above grounds the court may, in the course of the winding up, 
declare the liability of any one or more of the members to be 
unlimited. 

So far as the clause strikes at actual fraud there is no fault 
to be found with it, but it goes far beyond its original object, 
and is couched in language so general as to make it extremely 
dangerous. It is quite possible that the court, judging after 
the event, may find that the business of the company has been 
carried on in such a way as to delay creditors, when at the time 
there was no reason to anticipate any such result ; and then the 
limited liability which is conferred by statute, and on which the 
members have been relying, is at the mercy of the court. There 
would be less cause for objection if, as originally proposed by 
the Board of Trade Committee, a petition under the section could 
only be presented by one of the law officers; but the Bill in its 
present form confers this power also on an official receiver acting 
under the direction of the Board of Trade. The result would be 
to give that department a general right of supervision over the 
formation and administration of all companies, a right which 
would he very objectionable, and for which there is no justifica- 
tion. The clause, if it becomes law, is likely to have a very 
grave effect on company business, and the powers which it con- 
fers should be entrusted only to the Attorney and Solicitor 
General. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


PARLIAMENTARY Costs.—The Lord Chancellor has introduced a 
Bill to consolidate and amend the law relating to Parliamentary 
costs. The memorandum prefixed to the Bill states that the most 
important amendments are as follow: (1) The majority of a Parlia- 
mentary committee is empowered to award costs; (2) costs may be 
awarded where the promotion or opposition is not justified by the 
circumstances, and the opponents or promoters are unduly subjected 
to expense ; (3) provision is made for imposing liability for costs on 
the real promoters or opponents; (4) the taxing officer of either 
House is empowered to tax a bill of costs incurred in respect of pro- 
ceedings in the other House; and (5) the term “ Parliamentary 
costs” is defined so as to cover cases where the application of the law 
is at present doubtful. Since the Bill relates to.the procedure of 
both Houses, it is proposed to refer it on that ground to the Joint 
Committee on Statute Law Revision and Consolidation Bills. Clause 
3, which is referred to in item (3), contains the following provision: 
** Any person who is reported by a Select Committee of either House 


to be responsible for the promotion of a private Bill, or for a petition | 


against a private Bill, shall for the purposes of this Act be deemed 
to be s promoter or petitioner, as the case may be.” The Bill has 
been read a first time. 

Tue Sraywartzes Court.—The Lord Chancellor has introduced a 
Bill for the abolition of the Court of the Vice-Warden of the 
Stannaries, which has been read a first time. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Public Health Acts, Annotated with Appendices, containing 
the Various Incorporated Statutes and Orders of Local Government 
Boud. First Edition, Public Health Act, 1875, by W. G. Lumizy, 
Keg... LLM, QC., Council to the Local Government Board, and 
Evucsp Leuiey, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fifth edition in two 
Volumes, ALzxaniren Macuonuas, M.A., and 8. G. Lusuinoron, 


MA., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


A Treatice om the Law of Copyholds and of other Tenures 
(Customary and Prechold) of Lands within Manors with the Law of 
and A Menorial Customs Generally and the Rules of Evidence 
Applicable thereto ; including the Law of Cowmons or Waste Lands, 


and also the Jurisdiction of the Various Manorial Courts by Jogy 
ScrIvEN, Serjeant-at-Law. Seventh edition. By 

Brown, Esq., M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co, - 
Shaw & Sons. { 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
ASSIZE ARRANGEMENTS IN LANCASHIRE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In your last week’s issue reference was made to the remarks 
of Mr. Justice Grantham at the termination of the intermediate asgize 
at Liverpool, who is reported to have said that the ‘‘assizes were 
held and the jurors summoned at the desire of the solicitors of Liver. 
pool, and that now, when they were assembled, there was no work 
for them to do.” 

His lordship, however, was in error in stating that the extra assize 
to which he referred was granted at the request of the solicitors of 
Liverpool. When it was established by Lord Herschel] (then Lord 
Chancellor), in the hope that it would mitigate some of the admitted 
evils of the present assize system, the Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool pointed out to his lordship that those evils could only be 
effectually remedied by the establishment of continuous sittings of 
the High Court in the county, and their opinion has been amply 
confirmed by subsequent experience. 

In 1893 a deputation, introduced by Lord James, consisting of 
representatives of the municipal corporations of Liverpool, Manches- 
ter, Birkenhead, and other towns, and of various commercial bodies, 
including the Chambers of Commerce of Liverpool, Manchester, and 
other places, and all the principal trade associations of the county, 
and supported by twenty county and borough members of Parlia- 
ment, together with representatives of various law societies, waited 
upon the Lord Chancellor to advocate continuous sittings; and a 
further deputation, equally representative in number and importanee, 
again waited on the Lord Chancellor in February last, asking his 
lordship to introduce a Bill to make better provision for sittings of 
the High Court of Justice in Lancashire. 

The defects in the present circuit system are that at the regular 
assizes there is more work to be got through than can be done in the 
time allotted without undue haste and late sittings, and when the 
intermediate assize, such as the present one (held within three weeks 
of the termination of the last assize), comes on very few cases are 
ready for trial. At the late winter assizes at Liverpool and Man- 
chester the judges, in order to get through the work, sat till all kinds 
of extravagant hours—causing weariness and distress to everybody 
having business at the courts—frequently till after seven o’clock, and 
on some occasions till after eight o’clock; and at Carlisle till after 
10.30 p.m. 

The failure of the present intermediate assizes does not proves 
lack of work, as indicated by Mr. Justice Grantham, but points to the 
unsuitability of the assize system to meet the wants of a great com- 
mercial community like Lancashire. 

If continuous sittings of the High Court in Lancashire were 
granted, the court would sit within reasonable hours, the cases would 
be fully tried out, not forced to settlement as frequently now hap- 
pens; and, with the addition of Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
causes, which can only ut present be tried in London, with all the 
attendant expenses of witnesses being taken there, the Lancashire 
judge would never have to complain, as Mr. Justice Grantham com 
plained, that there was no work for bim to do, 

JOHN LAWRENCE, 
President of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 

Law Library, 13, Union-court, Liverpool, April 29. 








POWERS OF ATTORNEY AND COVENANTS FOR TITLE IN 
INDIA. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A cont of ours recently received pom London « power of 
attorney authorizing him to convey certain house property in 
On looking into this power we found that, although it had appended 
thereto @ declaration as to its execution, supported by the Lord 
| Mayor’s certificate and seal, such power was hless for the purpoms 
| of registration: (1) because it contained no power to register the 
| pr conveyance ; and (2) because the power itself was uot daly 
| wuthenticated. 
| As property in India owned by British capitalists is daily changing 
| hands, and as cases frequently arise of sales of indigo concerns, 
factories, jute mills, or tea gardens and the like, as going concerns, 
in regard to which the least delay in completing a conveyance 





| prove disastrous, we think it well to invite the attention of so 


| at home to the requirements of the Indian law in regard to power 
for India, 
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We must premise by paaes out that every transfer of interest in 
jend in British India of the value of 100 rupees or upwards must be 
registered, and that at the proper registration office, by the person 
executing the same or his representative or assignee, or by the agent 
of such person, representative, or assignee, duly authorized in that 
behalf by a power of attorney executed and authenticated as herein- 
after mentioned. 

It follows that with a view to present for registration a deed 
executed out of India, and to sign any necessary endorsement 
thereon, authority for that purpose must be inserted in the power 
under which any such deed is to be registered. 

In the second place, if the principal at the time of executing the 

e, conveyance, or lease, &c., does not reside in British India, 
a power of attorney from him is absolutely necessary, and it must be 
arta Sat in the actual meng ce of—and authenticated 

,a notary public, or any court, judge, or magistrate. Powers 
oeied abroad may be similarly executed before, and authenticated 
by, a British consul or vice-consul, or representative of her Majesty 
or of the Government of India. 

From what is stated above you will have seen that the power of 
attorney animadverted on above as received from England fen short 
in both of the above particulars, as (1) it had only been witnessed 
% solicitor’s clerk instead of by the magistrate himself, and he 

clerk) had made a declaration as to its execution before the 
Mayor, and as (2) such power contained no authority to register 
the conveyance. 

Having commenced to write to you, we may perhaps be permitted 
to advert to another point of interest and importance to our stay-at- 
home brethren—especially such members of our branch of the pro- 
fession as are in communication with Anglo-Indians. We allude to 
the covenant for title in a conveyance (in the English form) of land here 
in India by @ person or parties entitled to the legal estate. 

You are, of course, aware that according to English conveyancing 

ice a vendor ordinarily enters into only a limited and qualified 
covenant for title (that ‘for and nothwithstanding, &c.”) and that 
the absence of an absolute covenant for title throws a heavy responsi- 
bility on the purchaser’s solicitor investigating a complicated title. 
But according to the law in force in India a vendor (other than one 
occupying a fiduciary character) ‘‘is deemed to contract with the 
buyer that the interest which he professes to transfer subsists, and 
that he has power to transfer the same.”’ In these circumstances we 
nowadays insert an echo of that wording in lieu of the vendor’s 
covenants for title for quiet enjoyment and for further assurance ; 
apenple wording, in our opinion, makes a surer title than that 
obtained by covenants like those usually inserted in English convey- 
ances. REMFRY & ROSE. 

Calcutta, April 8, 1896. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


HOOD BARRS v. HERIOT—No. 1, 20th April. 


Practice—Costs—PayMEnt or Costs to SoLicrror—JuDGMENT REVERSED 
on AppRBAL—Orper on Soxicrron to Repay Costs—Jvugispicrion. 


eeetetion by the plaintiff for an order that Messrs. Crossman & 
, the London agents for John Dunlop, the defendant’s country 
solicitor, should repay to the plaintiff £66 4s. 2d., being the taxed costs 
of the defendant’s appeal against an order made at chambers. On the 
lith of November, 1892, Mrs. Loftus recovered judgment for £44 ls., 
debt and costs, against the defendant, a married woman. Upon the 
defendant’s marriage certain property was transferred to trustees upon 
trust to pay the annual income to her for life for her separate use without 
er of anticipation. At the date of the judgment there were arrears of 
income accrued due which had not been paid to her by the trustees. 
On the lst of April, 1895, the judge at chambers made an order appointing 
& receiver of the income accrued due and able at or before the date of 
the judgment to satisfy the judgment debt, The defendant appealed 
from this o:der, and before the appeal was heard the present plaintiff, to 
whom Mrs. Loftus had assigned the judgment debt, obtained an order 
that he should be substituted for her in all future proceedings. The 
agg) s Appeal discharged the order made at chambers with costs 
’ 
of appeal to the House of Lords was lodged, and an application to stay 
poses the appeal was refused. On the of July the 
tiff paid to Messrs. Crossman & Prichard, the London agents for the 
ndant’s solicitor, the taxed costs of the appeal, amounting to 
. 2d., under a threat of execution. The House of Lords subse- 
quently reversed the decision ot the Court of A with costs, and 
the order made at chambers. The plaintift ereupon applied for 
a2 order for the repayment of the costs as above, According to the 
affidavit of Dunlop, the defendant's country solicitor, his London agents 
the £66 4s. 2d,, with his consent, towards payment of the amount 


he owed them in their cash acoount with him; and on the 29th ot | 


iw. 1895, the defendant was indebted to him in a sum in excess of the 
4s, 24., and he thereupon, with her consent, applied such sum to the 


Q. B. 212). On the 5th of July, 1895, a petition | 


credit of her account with him, thus reducing her indebtedness to him. 
It was contended on behalf of the tiff that where, after notice of appeal 
had been served, there being a for the appeal, the solicitor 
obtained payment of the costs from unsuccessful party under a threat 
of execution, the court would order him to repay the costs if the a: 

succeeded, in default of his client repa them. An order to that 

was made by the Court of Appeal in in Fitzmaurice v. Jordan (32 
L. R. Ir. 112). It was contended on behalf of the solicitors that as the 
case had gone to the House of Lords the Court of Appeal had no 
jurisdiction in the matter. Further, that such an order should not be 
a Lydney and Wigpool Iron Ore Co. v. Bird (34 W. R. 749, 33 

h. D. 85). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., A. L. Surrn and Riesy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the application. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that he very much doubted whether, after the 
appeal had been carried to the House of Lords, this court had any juris- 
diction to entertain the application. But he would not base his judgment 
upon that ground. He would assume that this court had jurisdiction in 
the matter. The costs of the appeal had been paid by the plaintiff to 
the London agents, who were the solicitors on the record, for the defen- 
dant’s country solicitor. Those costs were not paid to the London 
solicitors in their own right, but simply as agents for the client. ‘There- 
fore the costs were paid to the defendant through the hands of the 
solicitors. The application now made was that the solicitors should be 
ordered personally to repay the costs so received by them. No such order 
had ever been made by any court in England. In Lydney and Wigpool 
Iron Ore Co. the registrars reported that there was no precedent for such 
an order. In that case Cotton, L.J., thought that such an application 
could not succeed, and he gave his reasons for thinking so. There was, 
on the other hand, a case of great authority in Ireland (Fitzmaurice v. 
Jordan) which seemed to him to be in point. But he must decline to follow 
that decision. He had carefully read the judgment of the conrt as 
delivered by FitzGibbon, L.J., and he could not find that the learned 
judge gave any reasons for the order which was made. He agreed with 
the reasons given by Cotton, L.J., in the case cited, and not with the 
decision in Fitzmaurice v. Jordan. For these reasons the application must 
be dismissed 


A. L. Smurru, L.J., concurred. This was a novel application. The 
plaintiff asked for an order that the solicitors should repay out of their own 
pockets the costs paid to them, though they were guilty of no impropriety 
nor had they given any undertaking to repay them. His lordship had 
grave doubts whether this court had any jurisdiction to entertain the 
application after the case had gone to the House of Lords, and that House 
had not remitted it to this court. But he would pass that point by, and 
he would assume that the court had jurisdiction. He could not remember 
having ever heard of such an application. The case of Fitsmawrice v. 
Jordan seemed to be in point and was an authority in support of the 
order now asked for. That case must be taken as laying down the practice 
in Ireland. On the other hand, Lydney and Wigpool Iron Ore Co. was strong 
to shew that where the solicitor had properly obtained the costs the court, 
at ae Se given by him to that effect, would not order 
| to repay them. He agreed with that view. 

Riexy, L.J., concurred. He could see no ground upon which it could 
be said that they had any jurisdiction to deal with the application, the 
House of Lords not having remitted the cause to them. He agreed that 
on every ground the application failed.—Counsgt, Oswald, Q C., and 
Bartley Denniss ; Sylvain Mayer. Souicrrors, Hood Barrs; Crossman ¢ 
Prichard. 





[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BROWN v. STEDMAN—Chitty, J., 24th April. 
NxeiicEnce—MorteacEes—Notice—Prroriry. 


This was an action asking for a declaration that a lease granted by 
the defendant, Mrs. Stedman, to one Read, was subsisting in favour 
of oe apace as equitable ae In 1884 Stedman by deed 
dem certain premises to Read. March, 18%, Read deposited 
the deed with the plaintiffs as security for a debt. In October, 18M, 
the plaintiffs commenced an action to enforce their security. This 
action was not bo apical ges An order was made i 
them to be equitable mortgagees and ordering an account to be taken of 
what was due to them. Pending such account, and without the concur- 
rence of the tiffs or actual notice of their charge, were 
entered into by Read for the sale of the lease to one who was 
joined as co-defendant with Stedman. Subsequently, however, the lease 
was surrendered to Stedman, and a new lease granted by ber to 
Friend. No actual notice of the plaintiffs’ Oe Soe received by 
either defendant, but the deed of 1SS4 was never over by Read at 
the time of the surrender, and the question turned on whether his answers 
to the inquiries after the deed made by Mrs. Stedman's solicitors were 
reasonably satisfactory so as to prevent her being affected by constructive 
notice of the plaintiffs’ charge. The evidence of the ve clerk of 
Mrs, Stedman's solicitors was to the effect that at the time of the surrer- 
| der he made inquiries of Read after the indenture of lease, that Read 
stated that he could not - itasa friend had it, but that he had not charged, 
assigned, or dealt with it in any way; that he seemed, however, confusea 
| and as if wishing to hide something, 

Currry, J.—The surrender was a transaction for value. Neither Mrs. 
_ Stedman nor her solicitors had actual notice of he plaintiffs’ She 
did not get the instrument of leave, and the case against her ie a- 
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quiries after it were bound to be made, and that, although inquiries were 
made, the answers that were given were such as to render her liable on 
the authorities through the negligence of her agent. The law is well 
settled. In Hewitt v. Loosemore (9 Ha. 449) it was laid down that a legal 
postponed to a prior equitable one on the ground of 


mortgagee is not to be 
his not having got in the title deeds unless there be fraud or gross or wil- 


ful negligence on his part, and the court willnot impute fraud or gross or 
wilful negligence to the holder of the legal estate if he has bond fide 
inquired for the deeds and a reasonable excuse has been given for not 


delivering them to him. This principle was also acted on in Espin v. 


Pemberton (7 W. R. 123, 3 De G. & J. 547), and Lord Cranworth in Perry 
Herrick v. Atiwood (6 W. R. 204, 2 De G. & J..21) lays down the law in a 


similar way. It isa matter of fact in each case what constitutes negli- 


gence of this kind. One reported case is of little value on the facts in 


another. But, taking the facts in Hewitt v. Loosemore and Espin v. 


Pemberton a8 a guide as to what is or is not gross negligence, in my 


opinion I should not be applying the true principle of law to the facts 
of this case if I were to nold that the legal title of the surrenderee 
should be postponed.—Counsex, Farwell, Q.C., Edward Ford, McSwinney, 
and Rowden, Souicitors, Learoyd, James, ¢ Mellor; Perkins & Weston; 
Griffenhoofe § Brewster. 


{Reported by Ratzcu B. Puttirorrs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HUNT v. WORSFOLD—North, J., 28th April. 
PrRactTicE—JoOINDER oF Causes or AcTion—Onp. 18, R. 2. 


This was a summons taken out by the defendant to strike out the f 


plaintiff’s statement of claim, because (inter alia) no leave had been 
obtained to join other causes of action with an action for the recovery of 
land. The statement of claim asked (1) for a declaration that a certain 
mortgage was not a charge upon certain houses; (2) for possession of the 
said houses and the deeds relating thereto; (3) alternatively, so far as the 
alleged mortgage deed might be held to be a charge upon the property, 
for an account of what was due, and redemption. The writ was prac- 
ticaliy identical with the claim, and it was said that the defendants, by 
appearirg to the writ, had taken a step in the action, and could not now 
apply to have the statement of claim struck out; and Mulekern v. Doerks 
(53 L. J. Q. B. 526) was cited. North, J., however, said that he did not 
think it was too late for the defendants to apply. Gledhill v. Hunter (28 
W. R. 530, 14 Ch. D 492) and Re Pilcher (27 W. R. 789, 11 Ch. D. 905) 
were cited. 

Noxtu, J.—The plaintiff asks for a declaration that a certain mortgage 
is not charged upon the property, and to have the property given back to 
him. These causes of action can clearly be joined. ‘Then so far as the 
deed of mortgage is a charge upon the property, the statement of claim 
acks that what is due may be ascertained, and for redemption. ‘Lhe 
plaintiff is in this position. He claims possession of the property on the 
footing that there is no subsisting mortgage ; he also claims possession if 
there is a subsisting mortgage, but in that case he has to pay it off. It 
seems to me that he is asking tor relief to which he is entitled, and that 
he has a right to ask in the alternative.—Covunset, Beddall; Hickey. 
Soxricrrors, Morrisons, for Morrison § Nightingale, Redhill; M. Bradby. 


[Reported by G. B. Hamiztox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BULKELEY v. STEPHENS—Stirling, J., 25th March, 28th April. 


APPORTIONMENT—TENANT FoR Lire—Trvust ror DistrrBuTIoN AFTER 
Deatn or Tenant ror Lire—Sare sy Orper or THE Court—APpor- 
TIONMENT Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 2, 3, 4, 5. 


This was an application by summons by the trustees of the late Mr. Lyme 
Stephens’ estate for liberty to pay the legal personal representative of the 
late Mrs. Lyme Stephens, the tenant for life, certain sums representing 
dividends on £130,000 Bank Stock, and £12,000 Royal Exchange Corpora- 
tion Stock. As tothe Bank Stock, it was admitted that a certain proportion 
of the dividends was payable to Mrs Lyme Stephens’ estate. The facts 
as regards the Royal Exchange Stock were as follow. The testator, who 
died in 1860, gave his residuary estate to his trustees upon trust for his 
wife for life, and after her death to pay, transfer, and assign his residu- 
ary estate, and the stocks, funds, and securities upon which the same 
should be invested among the issue of the testator’s uncles living at his 
death. The tenant for life died on the 2nd of September, 1894, and the 
£12,000 Royal Exchangs Stock was sold on the 29th of January, 1895, in 
pursuance of an order of the 12th of November, 1894. On the 31st of 
December, 1894, an interim dividend of 4 per cent. was declared on this 
stock, and in June, 1895, a 10 per vent. dividend was declared for the year 
ending the 31st of December, 1894. The question now arose whether the 
legal personal representative of the tenant for life was entitled to partici- 
pate in these dividends. 

Sriziixe, J., after stating the facts, said that the Royal Exchange Co. 
was a public company within section 5 of the Apportionment Act, 1870, 
and as ‘0 the interim dividend it bad come to the hands of the trustees, 
and Mrs. Lyme Stephens’ legal personal representative was entitled to 
receive a proportion of that dividend. As to the dividend of June, 1895, 
a very similar point ax to the apportionment of income on « change of 
investment was decided by Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in the cases of 
Schofield v. Redfern (11 W. R. 453, 2 Dr. & Sm. 173) and Freeman v. 
Whitbread (14 W. K. 188, 1 Eq 266). [His lordship referred at length to 
the judgment in Schnfeld v. Redfern, and continued :—] The reasoning in 
the other case was similar. oth these cases were decided before the 
Apportionment Act, 1570, but be did not think that the judgment in 
Schofield v. Redfern wae affected by section 2 of the Act, and, as the 
dividends had in point of fact been received by the purchaser and not by 
the trustees, he did uot tiink sections 3 aud 4 would apply directly. The 





reasons given by the Vice-Chancellor in the cases he had cited were the 
absence of any practice giving effect to the alleged equity and the 
imposed on the estate. He thought both these reasons would apply in the 
present instance. However, in Lord Londesborough v. Somerville (19 B, 
295) and Bulkeley v. Stephens (10 L. T. 225) an apportionment had beg, 
made in special cases. In the present instance he thought that op 
the construction of the will it was the duty of the trustees, on the death 
of the tenant for life, to have transferred the funds representing the 
residuary estate to the residuary legatees in specie. If this had been done, 
the Apportionment Act would have applied directly. The order of the 
12th of November, 1894, had been made in the absence of the 
personal representative of the tenant for life, who might have urged that 
he ought not to be placed in a worse position than if the transfer had 
been made in the proper way. As the estate was not yet fully wound up, 
he thought that this claim should still be allowed, and under these circum. 
stances he had come to the conclusion that the application should be 
acceded to.—Covnset, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Methold ; Buckley, Q.0,, 
avd Baines. Souicrrors, Tatham & Pym; Robins, Billing, § Co. 


[Reported by J. I. Srreuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. v. HAIN AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF ST. IVES—15th and 16th 
April. 
Justices—B1as—DisqQuaL IFICATION. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a certioraré to quash an 
order of the justices of the borough of St. Ives, in the county of Cornwall, 
granting a licence to a boarding-house or hotel at St. Ives, belonging to 
the Porthminster House Co. (Limited). The company was registered in 
March, 1893, and shortly afterwards erected a boarding-house called 
‘* Porthminster House,”? which was opened for business in July, 1894, 
Among the directors of the company were Edward Hain, J. M. Nicholls, 
and R. 8S. Read, who were justices of St. Ives. Tnese three were also 
shareholders of the said company. They continued to act as directors 
down to August, 1895. At an annual meeting of the shareholders, held 
on the 28th of January, 1895, of which the said E. Hain was chai 
and at which J. M. Nicholls and R. S. Read were present, it was resolved 
that an application should be made at the earliest possible date fora 
licence to sell intoxicating liquors at the said Porthminster House, On 
the 6th of August, 1895, the manageress gave notice of her intention to 
apply at the forthcoming Brewster Sessions of the borough of St. Ives for 
a licence to sell intoxicating liquors at the said house. On the 7th of 
August the justices appointed from among their number a licensing 
committee of seven persons. Such committee included the names of the 
said E. Hain, R. S. Read, and J. M. Nicholls. On the 9th of August the 
said three directors transferred their sharesin the company to co-director, 
and thereupon ceased to be qualified as directors and vacated such office. 
On the date of the sessions the father, the mother, and the wife of the 
said E. Hain, and the wife and the sister of the said R. S. Read, held 
shares inthe company. On the 4th of September, 1895, the licensing 
committee, consisting of six justices, including the said E. Hain and R.5. 
Read, sat to hear the application. The licence was opposed, and 
objection was raised to the said E Hain and R.S. Read taking part in 
the hearing of the application upon the ground that they were interested 
in the company, but such objection was overruled by the majority of the 
committee and the said E. Hain and R. S. Read voted with the majonity 
recommending the application to be granted. The recommendation was 
subsequently on the same day considered by nine justices sitting im 
special sessions, such number including the said E. Hain, J. M. Nicholls, 
and R. 8S. Read. A similar objection was again raised to these three 
taking part in the proceedings upon the ground of interest, but such 
objection was again overruled, and the aforesaid three justices voted with 
the majority in confirming the recommendation of the licensing 
committee, and the licence was granted by a majority of one. It was 
contended in support of the objection that the transfers of the shares of 
the said three directors were simply colourable and were made for the 
purpose of apparently disassociating their names from any interest in the 
company so that they might be enabled to sit as licensing magistrates and 
vote for the granting of the licence; and that, even if the transfers were 
made bond fide and for valuable consideration, the fact of their previous 
connection with the company and the fact that they authorized the 
application and that their relatives retained a large interest in the 
company must have of necessity created such a strong bias in their 
in favour of the granting of the said licence as to constitute them 
partisans in the matter on the side of the applicant and so disqualify tuem 
in law from adjudicating on the case. It was now contended that two of 
the justices were disqualified under sections 38 and 60 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), and that all the three were disqualified by 
interest. The following cases were cited: Reg. v. Rand and Others (L. B. 
1 Q. B. 230), Reg. v. Huggins (43 W. R. 329 ; 1895, 1 Q. B. 563), Ry.¥ 
Meyer (1 Q. B. D. 173). - 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russer. or Kiziowen, 0.J., and Wuieur, J.) made 
the rule absolute for quashing the licence. 

Lord Russeit or Kittowen, C.J.—I have no doubt whatever that the 
proceedings of justices when acting under circumstances where there iss 
possibility of bias on their part, should be most carefully scrutinized. Any 
direct pecuniary interest is clearly sufficient to disqualify justices unless 
there is some express exem tion by statute, such as we find in the Act 90 








& 31 Vict. c. 115, wherein it is provided that a justice shall not be We, 
able of acting as such in the trial of an offence arising under an Act to 
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necessary or useful ‘‘for the good rule and government of the borough.’’ 
It could not be doubted that it was not intended to apply to casual betting 
in the streets, but it was intended to prevent persons who made a busi- 
nees of betting from using the streets for that purpose in such circum- 
stances as would cause it to be an annoyance to the passers by. It would 
be impossible under the bye-law to convict a person who was in the street 
for other purposes, and happened to make a bet while he was there. The 
bye-law was therefore valid.—CounseL, Bosanguet, Q.0., C. W. Mathews, 
and Percival Clarke; Jelf, Q.C., and H. E. Richards. Soutcrrors, Sharpe, 
Parker, § Co., for Horatio Brevitt, Wolverhampton; Wilcock ¢ Taylor, 
Wolverhampton. 


[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GARDNER v. HART—27th April. 


28 & 29 Vict. c. 60—Lianrmiry or InNKEEPER FOR INJURIES CAUSED BY A 
Doe. 


This was an appeal from the Leicester County Court. The question 
was whether an innkeeper could be deemed t> be the owner ofa dog 
within the meaning of section 2 of 28 & 29 Vict. c. 60, and liable for 
injuries to cattle caused by it, notwithstanding that the dog was at the 
time under the control of a person in whose charge the real owner had 
placed it. The section of the Act referred to provides as follows: ‘‘ The 
occupier of a house or premises where any dog was kept, or permitted to 
live or remain, at the time of such injury shall be deemed to be the 
owner of such dog, and shall be liable as such, unless the said occupier 
can prove that he was not the owner of such dog at the time the injury 
complained ot was committed, and that such dog was kept, or permitted 
to hve or remain in the said house or premises, without his sanction and 
knowledge ; provided always that where there are more occupiers than 
one in any house or premises, let in separate apartments, or lodgings, 
or otherwise, the occupier of that particular part of the premises in which 
such dog shall have been kept, or permitted to Jive or remain, at the time 
of such injury shail be deemed to be the owner of such dog.’’ The dog 
belonged to Mr. Nutt, who had been staying at the defendant’s hotel. 
Mr. Nutt went away fora short time, leaving the dog in charge of his 
friend Mr. Newton, who was also staying at the hotel. The dog slept in 
Mr. Newton’s room. During Mr. Nutt’s absence Mr. Newton and the 
defendant went out for a drive together in the plaintiff’s cab, taking the 
dog with them. On being released from the cab, the dog flew at the horse 
and bit it. The plaintiff brought an action against the defendant and 
recovered damages. It was now contended on the defendant’s behalf 
that, as the dog wasat the time when the injury was done under the con- 
trol of what might be called its vicarious owner, the occupier of the place 
where it lived could not be held liable. 

Tue Covert (Lord Russet, or Kiitowen, C.J., and Wricut, J.) held 
that the section justified the judge in finding against the defendant, and 
dismissed the appeal.—Covnsex, Lyon ; Toller. Soxicrrors, R. H. Buckby ; 
Burn & Berridge. 


[Reported by C. G. Wiiseanau, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


REG. v. HOPKINS AND FERGUSON—C.C.R., 25th April. 


Crmawat Law—Cuarcinc Property with Intent To Derraup Crepirors 
—Destors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), s. 13. 


Case stated by the Recorder of the City of Manchester. The prisoners 
were jointly indicted in respect of an offence alleged to have been com- 
mitted by them against section 13 of the Debtors Act, 1869, which pro- 
vides that any person shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour who has, 
with intent to defraud his creditors or any of them, made or caused to be 
made any gift, delivery, or transfer of, or any charge on his property. 
‘The substance of the indictment was that on the 8th of October, 1894, 
Hopkins, aided and abetted by Ferguson, granted a bill of sale of certain 
of his furniture and effects with intend to defraud Annie Copeland, a 
creditor of Hopkins. It was proved at the trial that on the 8th of October, 
1894, an action for damages for breach of promise of marriage was pending 
between Annie Copeland and Hopkins, and that judgment in the action 
was given for the plaintiff on the 2nd of November, 1894, for £25 damages 
and costs; also that on the 8th of October, 1894, Hopkins exrcuted the 
bill cf sale in favour of Ferguson. At the close of the evidence for the 
prosecution, counsel for the defendants objected that, inasmuch as on the 
8th of October, 1894, Annie Copeland had not recovered judgment in her 
action against Hopkins, she was not then a creditor of Hopkins within 
the meaning of the section. The Recorder overruled the objection, but 
stated this case for the opinion of the court. The jury found both 
prisoners guilty. The question for tne opinion of the court was whether 
the Recorder was right in holding tnat Annie Copeland was on the 8th of 
October, 1394, a creditor of Hopkins within the meaning of section 13, sub- 
section 2, of the Debtors Act, 1869. 

Tue Cover (Lord Russert or Kittowes, C J., Portock, B., Haw«rns, 
Cavs, and Wiis, JJ.) quashed the convictious. 

Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., said the question was whether this 
Woman was a creditor of Hopkins. He was of upinion that she was not. 
Anaie Copeland had brought an action for breach of promise of marriage, 
ia which she might or might not eucceed. The deed was executed before 
judgment was signed, and she did not become a creditur until judgment 
was signed: Jones v. Thompson (6 W. RK. 443, E. B. & E. 63) was an 
authority for that. {t followed that the prisuner Hopkins did not execute 
the bill of sale with intent to defeat any creditor within the meaniog of 
the statute, and could not be convicted, nor could the prisoner Ferguson, 
who was charged with aiding and abetting him. 

Pottock, B., Hawxins, Cave, and Wits, JJ., concurred. Convictions 
quashed.—Covnszt, C. Hose Innes; 0. A. Russell ; MeKeand, Soracrtons, 


Millar, Manchester; Kirkman, for W. Thompson, Manchester ; T'he Solicitor 
| to the Treasury. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Drux, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ALTY (Appellant) v. FARRELL (Respondent)—27th April. 


Locat AvuTHoRITy—Byg-LAw—VaLipiTy—SaLe or CoaAt—WEIcHTs ayp 
Mezasurgs Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 21), s. 28. 


Case stated by justices of the county borough of Blackburn. The 
appellant was convicted upon an information preferred against him by the 
respondent, charging that he, being in charge of a vehicle carrying coal 
for sale in quantities not exceeding two hundredweigtt, refused to rm. 
weigh such coal on being requested to do so by an inspector of weights 
and measures, contrary to the bye-laws made by the Council of the 
borough in pursuance of the Weights and Measures Act, 1889. It was 
admitted that if the bye-law in question was valid an offence against it 
was proved. The bye-law, which was one of a number of bye-laws made 
by the Council and approved by the Board of ‘rade, was as follows; 
‘* Every person in charge of any vehicle carrying coal for sale within the 
borough in quantities not exceeding two hundredweight, shall carry with 
such vehicle a perfect weighing instrument of a form approved by the 
Corporation, together with correct weights, and such person shall 
re-weigh the coal upon being requested to do so by any purchaser or by 
anyone on behalf of the purchaser, or by an inspector of weights and 
measures, or by any constable.”” The bye-laws were made under section 
28 of the Weights and Measures Act, 1889, which empowers a loval 
authority tc make bye-laws ‘‘for regulating for the purposes of this Act, 
the sale of coal in quantities not exceeding two hundredweight.” Section 
29 of the same Act empowers “‘ any inspector of weights and measures, or 
officer appointed for the purpose by the local authority,”’ to ‘‘ weigh any 
load, sack, or other less quantity of coal”? found in a vehicle carrying coal 
for sale, or for delivery to a purchaser. It was argued on behalf of the 
appellant that the latter part of the bye-law was unreasonable and bad, 
because it required the seller of coal himself to weigh the coal at the 
bidding of any constable, and because it contained no provision for the 
compensation of the seller in case the coal was proved upon weighing to 
be of the correct weight ; such provision is made by section 27 of the Act 
in cases where coal has been weighed or re-weighed at the instance of the 
purchaser. For the respondent it was contended that the constables were 
officers appointed for the purposes of the Act by the local authority, and 
that the bye-law in substance required no more than the Act iteelf. 
Kent County Council v. Humphrey (1895, 1 Q. B. 903) was cited. 

Tue Court (Lord Russgu. or Krtiowen, C.J., and Wricut, J.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord Russztt or Kritowgn, C.J.—I am unwilling where it can be 
avoided to interfere with the arrangements made by « local authority for 
giving effect to an Act of this kind. Ihe object of the Act is to guarantee 
that persons buying coal in small quantities shall get the quantity which the 
seller represents they are getting and for which they are paying. We 
have first to see whether the local authority had power to make a bye-law 
on the subject with which the bye-law deals, and, secondly, whether the 
bye-law is reasonable. On the first question I think it is clear that the 
Corporation had power under section 28 of tne Weights and Measures Act, 
1889, to make bye-laws dealing with this subject. On the second ques 
tion I have come to the conclusion, but not without considerable doubt, 
that this bye-law is not reasonable. But I have the consolation of thin 
that ample protection is given by the statute itself, and that, even if 
is not so, # very little alteration would make this a good bye-law. Section 
25 of this act deals with the case of cval sold by retail for delivery at the 
place where it is kept for sale, and it provides that the seller shall keep s 
weighing instrument, and shall weigh any coal before sale or delivery if 
so required by any purchaser or any inspector, or by any other officer 
appoiuted for the purpose. Section 26 provides for the maintenance by 
the local authority of fixed weighing instruments at convenient places. 
Section 27 empowers the inspectors or other officers appointed for the 
purpose to require that any coal shall be weighed or re-weighed, and 
a provision is udded that where an unfounded request for weighing is 
made by a purchaser he shall be liable to the payment of all reasonable 
costs actually incurred in the weighing. As ‘o that provision the respon- 
dent is entitled to say that it only applies where the coal has 
be carried to the fixed weighing instruments. As to section 28 I have 
already said that that section gives power to make bye-laws dealing with 
this subject. Section 29 contains a wide power enabling any inspector # 
officer appointed for the purpose to stop any vehicle carrying coal for sale 
and to weigh any sack or less quantity of coal found in such vehicle. The 
bye-law which we are pope g doe mony that the seller may be req 
to weigh the coal, and it would be within the literal construction of the 
bye-law that a weighing could be required by a purchaser, by someone on 
his bebalf, by an inspector, and by a constable ; in fact, the same constable 
might require a ae reweighing of the same coal. To give # 
large number of constables in a large county borgugh such a power ss 
this can hardly be what was intended by the statute; it was intended that 
there should be a selection of persons for this parcicular duty. For these 
reasons I think that this is a harassing provision and is unreasonable, 
that the conviction must be quashed. 


Waiout, J.—I am of the same opinion, and for the same reasons. I 
will only add that it seems to me doubtful whether the power to 
bye-laws extends to these matters. The bye-laws are to be as to the sale 
of coal, and it is doubtful whether this is part of the sale. Conviction 
quashed.—Counset, Willes Chitty ; Mastinson,Q.0., and A. T. Lawrenet. 
Souicrrons, F. J. Thirlwall ; Robbins, Billing, § Uo., for Fox, Blackbura. 





[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HELLARD—North, J., 28th April. 


Costs—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. c. 44), GangraL 
Orper, Scueputz I., Parr II. 


In this case a lease at arent of 12s. id. was conveyed in consideration 
of afine of £12 1s. 8d. The taxing master allowed £5 under Schedule I., 
Part II., asthe minimum fee. He also allowed £3 in respect of the fine. 
It was contended that there could not be two minimum fees. Re Onward 
Building Society (1892, 1 Q. B. 16) was cited. 

Norrs, J.—In my opinion the taxing master is quite right. This isa 
case ir. which there is aconveyance of a long leate at a rent of 12s. 1d., 
and there is a fine of £12 1s. 8d. The solicitor is to be according to 
the scale. The conveyance comes under Schedule I., II. (second 
scale), and is covered by the words “‘or other long leases not at a rack 

” and where the rent is less than £5 the remuneration is £5. There 
are, however, further rules. By rule 5, ‘‘ where a conveyance or lease is 
y in consideration of a money payment or premium and partly of a 
rent, then in addition to the remuneration — prescribed in respect of 
the rent there shall be paid a further sum equal to the remuneration on 
a hase at a price equal tosuch money payment or premium.’’ That 
sus backto Part I. of the schedule, the scale of charges on sales, 
ases, and mort, . Thescaie on the first £1,000 is 30s. per £100, 
which would make the fee here 30s. But by rule 7 ‘fractions of £100 
ander £50 are to be reckoned as £50.’ That would make the fee here 
lds. But under rule 8 on transactions under £100 the remuneration of 
the solicitor is to be £3. So we have the remuneration in respect of the 
rent, £5 ; and in respect of the fine of £12 1s. 8d., £3; or£8inall. It is 
said that only 15s. ought to be added, but I think the solicitors are entitled 
to£3 under rule 8.—Counsz., F. Thompson; Upjohn. Soutcrrors, Law ¢ 
Worssam, for Bond, Pearce, § Bickle, Plymouth; Bell, Brodrick, § Co., for 
Hellard § Bewes, East Stonehouse. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamitton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
April 23—Witi1am Henry Pzrrert (714, Queen Victoria-street, London). 
April 24—Joun Lewis. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special Ty meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held at the 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 24th ult., the president (Mr. J. 
Wrerorp Bupp) taking the chair. 


Soxicrrors’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION: 


The PRESIDENT said that prior to the commencement of the ordinary busi- 
ness Mr. Pennington wished to make a statement. 
Mr. RicHARD PENNINGTON (London) said that he was much obliged to the 
oo fur allowing him to take the opportanity of reminding the members 
t the annual dinner of the Solicitors Benevolent Association would be held 
at the Whitehall Rooms, Hotel Métr»pole, on the 16th of June, when Mr. 
Lewis Fry, member of Parliament for one of the divisions of Bristol, would 
take the chair, and he (Mr. Pennington) ventured to hope that all members 
of the society who knew what a valuable institution it was would kindly 
support Mr. Fry on that occasiou to the best of their power. 


Lone VACATION, 


The PrestpEnT called the attention of the meeting to the fact that the 
Council, after full consideration, did not deem it expedient to adopt the 
following resolution passed at the special general meeting held on the 31st of 
January last, viz.: “That the rescission of Ord. 44, rr. 4 and 5, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court is desirable, and that the council be requested 
to bring this resolution to the notice of the Kule Committee.” He said :— 
This is a matter upou which, not only among the general members of the societ, 
but also within the council, there are, as may naturally be empeteel 
differences of opinion. In the first place there are a great wany of us who 
are quite satisfied with everything as it is, and do not thiuk that any chaoge 
can ve made with advantage. at is one class of members of the council. 
We have also the other extreme, and I am uot ashamed to say that I am 
among them—those who are on the other side,and think that the Long Vacation 
48 it exists is an anachronism and ought to be abolished. But there are also 
4 great many among us who hold intermediate opinions, and a great many 
think that with advantage the Long Vacation could be shortened with- 
out any alteration being made in the rules as to what can be done 
during the shortened period. There is also another class among us who 
think that a great many things can be done during the Long Vacation 
Without interfering with the vacation as such or the conduct of business 

nerally. The council have always felt that whatever differences of 
opinion there were among them on some points, the council by a very large 
majority have always felt that a great deal of the administrative business 
vould very well be done during the Long Vacation, and they have 
their views with all the authority they could command upon those who are 
responsible for regulating the business that can be done during that period. 

there is a majority at the present moment in the council who feel that 
the delivering of p ings is just one of those things that had better not.be 
done during the Long Vacation. The pleadings, of course, are in some danger 


of being abolished altogether, but no doubt they will be maintained in 
a few important cases. Whatever alterations may be wade in the rules 
we shall have pleadings, and the majority of the council feel that it is 
important that in this case they should be able to consuit the leaders in the 
profession, who will have the conduct of cases, upon the pleadings which 
shall be delivered. And it is upon this ground, I think, that the majority 
of the council have decided that it is inexpedient to confirm the resolution 
which was at the last general meeting. With that statement I must 
leave the matter in the hands of the qn 

The Vicz-PrEsIDENT (Mr. Addison, London) said he should like, before the 
meeting did any thing in the matter, to tell them what had been done during 
the last ten years or so, for it was important that the resolutions which had 
been passed should be brought to their attention so that they might be full 
aware of the facts. The first of the resolutious to whish he would 
attention was the resolution of a very im: t committee appointed in the 
year 1882 to consider the report of the Lord Chancellor’s Legal Procedure 
Committee, to the effect that the interests of suitors called for a reduction of 
the Long Vacation. That seemrd to have been communicated to the Lord 
Chancellor, and he supposed was considered by the judges when the Rules of 
1883 were prepared. Again, in 1892, a very important committee of the 
society, containing members largely conversant with all kinds of contentious 
work, passed, he should say not unanimously, but passed by a majority the 
following resolution : ‘‘ That the Long Vacation as such should be entirely 
abolished, and the courts and offices be open continuously throughout the 
year, except during the usual short recesses at Easter, Whitsuntide, 
and Christmas, or say for the week before Easter Sunday and the week after, 
the last week of August and the first week of September, and the last ten 
days of December and the first four of January, and the Bank Holidays of 
Whit Monday and August ; but that each officer of the court, from the 
highest to the lowest, should by rotation have a long vacation at a convenient 
period during the year, to be arranged by the heads of departments.” That 
resolution was followed by a resolution at the annual provincial meeting held 
at Norwich in the autumn of the year 1892. The resolution at Norwich was 
passed unanimously in precisely similar terms to the resolution of the 
committee which he had just Then in 1893 the council in their annual 
report considered the resolution of the committee and the Norwich resolation. 
They did not think that so sweeping an alteration should be made ; but they 
recommended, as the president had stated, the trausaction of a large amount 
of administrative work in the Chancery Division, and they also recommended 
that in the Queen’s Bench Division the taxation of costs, applications by 
married women under the Fines and Recoveries Act, applications for the 
appointment of arbitrator or umpire, and other matters of dure under the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, should proceed. They did not then recommend that 
pleadings should be delivered. The next in order of the resolutions to which 
he would call their attention was the resolution of the meeting of the society 
held in that hall in January, 1895. The resolution was to the effect that the 
Long Vacation should be materially shortened, and that during the Long 
Vacation pleadings should be delivered and other formal business, as men- 
tioned in the annual report of the society in July, 1893, should be transacted. 
That resolution was passed on by the council to the Lord Chancellor, and in 
the annual report for the year 1895, referring to the resolution passed in that 
hall in the previous January, the council reported as follows: “‘ The council 
forwarded to the Lord Chancellor a copy of the resolution, and, following 
the views expressed in the annual report of 1893," which was hardly 
a correct statement, ‘‘ ted that, in addition to the delivery of 
pleadings, the following business should be transacted in the Long Vacation.” 

hen came a whole string of Chancery business, The next in order of 
date was the annual provincial meeting in the autumn at Liverpool, 
and there a a was read by Mr. Rawle with regard wo the Lang 
Vacation. hose who had the pleasure of hearing that paper 
knew that it was an extremely able and important one, and at that meeting 
a similar resolution exactly to that which was passed by the committee of 1892, 
and which was passed by the Norwich meeting, that the Long Vacation should 
be abolished, was carried by forty votes against seven. Then there was the 
resolution at the meeting held last January, which referred to the 
abolition of the rule restraining the pe pmenp te! mary in the vacation. 
That resolution, as they had heard, had been idered by the council, and 
the majority had not thought fit to adopt it. There was no doabt, as the 
—— had told them, that opinion was very varied on this question of the 

ng Vacation and upon the question of the delivering of pleadings. His 
personal view was the same as the president's. He (the vice-president) had 
given, as fur as he uh y weight to the consideration of those of his 
colleagues who had diff from this view, whose views irom their large 
acquaintance with contentious business were entitled to the test possible 
weight ; but he was bound to say that for one case in which, owing to the 
complication or difficulty of the case, there ‘~ « be any question as to the 
delivering of pleadings during the vacation, there were probably 999 other 
cases in which there was no such complication, and in which there would be 
no such difficulty ; and he could imagine it to be much better that some 
ae arrangement should be made for holding over the delivering of 
pleadings in very L wny cases by order of the master, or otherwise, rather 
than to delay the whole of these 999 cases as to which really there was no 
occasion for complication or trouble. He must confess personally that they 
had already advanced a very long way in this directioa, and it would hardly 
do for them now to go back upon that which had been, as he had pointed out, 
so continually adopted by the society in the past. He thought, too, that, 
though there had been and there was a Long Vacation, they must really look 
at the fact that it was instituted in years gone we and was not suited to the 
determination of dusiness in the nt day, He hoped that some gentleman 
would move that the resolution of January should be confirmed, 

Mr. F. R. Parker (London) moved formally, in order to decide the 





question once for all, the confirmation of the resolution passed at the last 
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general meeting. He thanked the president for the very impartial way in 
which he had put the question before the meeting, bearing in mind, as they 
did, the address at Liverpool, and his own personal view that the Long 
Vacation was an anachronism, and the sooner it was done -~ with the 
better for solicitors and for their clients. He (Mr. Parker) hoped the 
decision of the meeting would be in accordance with the views expressed by 
the vice-president, and that they would recognize that the times were not as 
they were when the Long Vacation was first instituted, and that they must go 
with the times, and recognize the changes in the times, the existence of that 
all-absorbing demon officialism, the necessity of looking after their own 
interests and those of their clients, and that they should not take an exclusive 
vacation such as no other profession took. ‘The total vacation during the 
whole year amounted to over three months, and, as the vice-president had 
told the meeting, they had resolved over and over again that it should be 
shortened. The power to deliver pleadings could always be suspended, as the 
vice-president said, by order of the master, and it was a wrong and cruel 
thing both to clients and solicitors that, whether they would or no, they were 
compelled to abstain from doing work during the Long Vacation. It was very 
much to be regretted that the majority on the council, who had defeated the 
January resolution, had not given expression to their views at some earlier 
period. It had been discussed over and over again. He did think that if the 
council had intended to stop the resolution, they should have spoken at an 
earlier date. The bye-law said that a resolution should not be binding upon 
the society until it been adopted by the council. He was strongly of 
opinion that the framers of the bye-law never intended it to be applied to 
such a case as this. What was intended was the hasty passing of a 
resolution which in the opinion of the council was ill-advised at a late 

iod of a meeting, or in a sparsely attended meeting. It was never 
intended to enable the council to set aside the will of the society, expressed 
over and over again, after full debate, where every opportunity had been 
afforded to those who held a contrary view to give expression to their 
opinions and carry a resolution if they could. That they had never done, 
and he hoped the meeting would say that it would be a distinctly retro- 
gressive step to put aside the opinion expressed at their previous meetings, 
and to suspend the resolution which had been passed in January. That 
resolution was an amendment of a resolution brought forward by a very 
eminent member of the council, Mr. Rawle, representing the largest agency 
house in London, and seconded by Mr. Gray Hill, of Liverpool, representing 
the shipping community in one of the largest shipping towns in England. 

Mr. H. EB. Grisere (London) seconded the motion. He fully agreed that 
the bye-law was never intended for a case like this, and had to regret that the 
opinion of the council had not been put before the members earlier. There 
was a strong feeling as to the action of the council in the matter. There 
was no desire on the part of any of thoseSinterested in the matter to rush it. 
It had come droning on since 1882, and all that was asked for was a small 
instalment, and what he hoped they would eventually get. The president 
had given two reasons advanced by the opponents on the council against 
the delivery of pleadings, which was all that was asked for at this moment— 
one that at some possibly approximate date were likely to be 
abolished ; but if pleadings were abolished, then the whole resolution fell to 
the ground. 


Tae Presmest: I think that was not quite the reason I gave as the views 
of the majority. It was that, inasmuch as the pleadings were except in 
special cases likely soon to be abolished, pleadings became avery important 
step in an action, and that on that poed | the majority of the council thought 
that they sowed pp one of those steps in an action where it was necessary to 
consult ; not that the abolition was likely, because if they were 
abolished the effect of the rule would come to nothing, but, as it was likely they 
would be abolished except in special cases, the pleadings themselves became 


of importance. 

pm said that might be so, but he did not see how if pleadings 
were to be abolished they would become a more important step in the action. 
He coneluded that the process which would be substituted for them would be 

i advice by counsel on the condact of the action. Probably the 
p= Spee be told what scheme was proposed. But they were dealing 
with t state of things, and if it was only to continue during next 
Long Vacation he would like to see the present system abolished. The substan- 
tial reason, as he understood it, was that it might become necessary for 
leading counsel to be consulted, and that this process would be substituted 
for pleadings. This brought them back to the question whether the whole 
interests of the profession and of the public were to be sacrificed to the 
interests of the leading counsel. There were plenty of leading counsel, and 
plenty of juniors, who were quite able to advise, as Mr. Addison had 
said, in out of a thousand cases, and he could see no reason for deferring 
a needed reform because solicitors could not get at the leading counsel in 
some exceptional cases. He d the resolution would be confirmed, and 
that the society would not stultify itself in going back upon a resolution they 
had s0 often 

Mr. Exsrer Town (London) pointed out that the members were not in a 
position at present to judge between the rival elements on the council, becanse 
they had not heard the reasons that had been given for the majority of the 
council coming to the conclusion at which they had arrived. There might 
he very weighty reasons which induced those gentlemen to put themselves 

\ im opposition to the whole profession as far as they had been ex- 
pressed in that hall and at the different provincial meetings. He could see 
86 reason why the existence or non-existence of pleadings should determine 
them one way or the other in coming to 2 conclusion. There would be some 
ae ae a gpd on the lines adopted in the Commercial Court. 

Mz. B.G. Laxx (London), speaking as one of the dissentient members of 
the council, amerted that the members had never carried 2 unanimous resolu- 
tion, The resolution st Norwich was passed when there were forty-six members 
Jeeeent, and then there was not unanimity; and there had never been 











unanimity at the meetings held in that hall or in any single committee, 
He laid stress upon that, not because he argued that the majority should not 
rule, because in this country that was practically the most convenient 
procedure, and he would submit to the ruling of the majority when it was 
ascertained ; but until it was ascertained he should do all he could to make what 
might be the belief of the minority prevail so far as that it should have the 
consideration which at present it had not received. He would first deal with 
one or two questions referred to in the speeches of the proposer and seconder, 
Mr. Parker had spoken of the Norwich resolution, and be (Mr. Lake) had 
dealt with that. He had then gone on to say that the resolution passed to- 
day would not be binding. That was hardly an argument which ought to be 
addressed to the society. It would be binding. It was true that its moral 
effect might depend upon the number of members present, but it wasa resolu- 
tion of the society which ought not to be without consideration of 
its effect. It was not fair to say that resolutions passed there were of no 
value. Individuals might have their opinions upon the subject, but a resolu- 
tion went forward as an opinion of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom. Mr. Gribble said that some of them wanted to shorten 
the Long Vacation, but that he wanted to abolish it. That really, put 
shortly, was where they differed. It seemed to him, and to many who 
thought with him, that it might be very desirable to shorten the Long 
Vacation, but it was not Prat: to abolish it. The observations made by 
every one of the three speakers were fallacious. They all spoke of the Long 
Vacation as lasting for about three months. 

Mr. GRIBBLE said he had never mentioned it. 

Mr. Lax said he had so understood it. The Long Vacation really lasted 
not much more than two months, from the 12th August to the 24th October. 
If this were so, it was only two months and a fortnight. Therefor, let them 
start by being accurate. If that was toolong, let it be shortened ; but if they 
were going on the one hand to say ‘‘ We will support the Long Vacation on 
condition that all the business which the courts do shall be carried 
on,” that was attacking by a side issue what they were afraid to face. If 
they went in for abolition, that was very well. Then the courts must sit and 
legal business go on. He could understand that. He did not agree with it, 
but he could respect it. But he did not respect the contention that they 
should maintain the Long Vacation with one hand, and yet ask that everything 
should go on exactly as if it did not exist. That was not the way a leading 
principle like this should be fought. They should say that there should be 
no Long Vacation at all ; that might be the view of many whose opinion he 
would respect, but let them fight it on the broad issue. There was no doubt 
that, whether they called it the Long Vacation or anything else, there was 
practically a suspension of business from the end of July to about the middle of 
September. Parliament rarely sat during that time, children came home for the 
holidays, and solicitors as well as everybody else must take their holidays then. 
In practice there would always be some convenient time within the six weeks or 
two months. Practically nothing was more convenient than that they should 
all know that a certain period should be set y sae for the holidays, and in 
ptactice it was the most convenieut that there should be a complete cessation 
of business then, rather than that there should be a broken holiday. 
Solicitors and clients would never knew when their actions were coming on. 
An action might be just on the point of being heard, and the judge might 
say: ‘‘It is a convenient time for me to go away for two months. 
He did not believe clients would like the change. They would much 
rather that during a certain period which they knew the sittings of the courts 
of the country would be suspended. The inconvenience, he pointed out, was 
not theoretical. Many of those present, he had no doubt, had been in 
America, many on the Continent, and they would know how extremely in- 
convenient it was to find a given court—not all the courts, but a given court, 
which generally happened to be the court in which one was—closed fora 
couple of months. He did not think that system nearly as convenient as the 
system in force throughout Great Britain and Ireland. Coming to the 
question of pleadings, it was a serious difficulty that a solicitor could not 
have a consultation with his leading counsel on pleadings which might be 
of vital importance, and which might be delivered under the resolution 
during the vacation. Positively the only answer he could get to that from 
his colleagues on the council—whose opinion was entitled to far more respect 
than his own, but whose opinion he ventured to challenge—the only answer 
he could get was that the pleadings could be amended. That was a very 
strange way of saving expense. Of course, they could get them amended 
after having shown their hand and — out what they wanted to effect. 
He should have more sympathy with Mr. Parker’s resolution if his speech 
logically led to saying that all pleadings, except otherwise ordered b the 
court or a judge, should be permitted to be delivered during the Long Vacw 
tion. He would feel much more diffidence then in arguing the matter than 
at present. He was anxious to put his views before the meeting, all 
more because his practice was principally conveyancing, and that might 
weaken his argument. His business was much more conveyancing f 
business of that kind than in the courts. But he wanted them to face this, 
that the point was Long Vacation or no Long Vacation. If the profession 
was of opinion that there should be no Long Vacation, then the minority, 
whether they agreed or not, must endeavour to carry out that view. But} 
them face whe it meant, He was arguing that it was undesirable to abolish 
the Long Vacation, though he was in favour of shortening it. : 

Mr. Parken rose to order. Mr. Lake was not dealing with the motion 
alone, but with the whole resolution. He (Mr. Parker) and the seconder of 
the motion had necessarily confined themselves to the simple question as 
whether pleadings should be delivered in the Long Vacation. Mr. Lakes 


remarks involved a much larger subject, upon which they had not entered. 
Mr. Pewxtxoron: 11 involves the whole. 
Mr. Paukyn asked for the president's ruling. ; } 
The Paxswentr: 1 hope you will pot object. It i» a very interesting 
subject, and it is a pity a lta 


it on # technical point. 
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Mr. Lake said he was very sorry if he had travelled into the sphere of 
debate. He Rene the whole question was whether the resolution as 
moved by Mr. Parker, that pleadings should be delivered during the Long 
Vacation, did not involve the abolition of the Long Vacation. They could not 
discuss that question without di ing what pleadings were. It was 
impossible to decide whether they should be delivered unless they realized 
what the conditions of those tan Brn ight be. What was the use of the 

wer to deliver them in the absence of those most closely interested? But 
b cuite that it was very desirable not to be otherwise than precise. 
He thought that he had put the main point that those who opposed the 
resolution did so, not on the ground that the present Long Vacation should be 
maintained in its entirety, but on the ground that the right course was that 
there should be a Long Vacation whick should be a Long Vacation, and that 
during that vacation the solicitor should not be obliged to attend to litigious 
business. 

Mr. C. Forp (London) said the motion simply meant going to the Rule 
Committee and making a very moderate representation. The committee con- 
sisted largely of those in whom on a matter of this kind he had no confidence 
whatever. If they would only consider the interest of the public more and 
their own personal convenience less, he was satisfied they would come to a 
different conclusion than he was afraid they would come to even if this was 
carried by the unanimous votes of both branches of the profession. Mr. Lake 
said there was no alternative between the Long Vacation as it is and its total 
abolition ; but the president said there was an intermediate party on the 
council who took an intermediate view. The public and the profession were 
sick and tired of the procrastination and delay. The society had repeated its 
views again and again on the question, and he was reluctantly coming to the 
conclusion that what he had advocated should be done again, and that 
solicitors should form another society apart from the Law ape 
. Mr. Henry Roscoz (London) said he would not have spoken had it not 
been that Mr. Lake said he (Mr. Lake) had had little os in litigation, 
although Mr. Lake knew a great deal more than he had admitted. He (Mr. 
Roscoe) spoke as the representative of a large agency house, and he thought 
his firm knew something of the matter, whilst indirectly he also knew some- 
thing of it, as he formerly conducted a good deal of litigation, and was still in 
touch with it. He should very much deprecate the notion of abolishing the 
Long Vacation. There was plenty to doin the Long Vacation as it is now. 
Some of the most arduous work he had to do was during the five or six weeks 
during which he was in charge of his office, and he knew there was a t 
deal of work to be done then, and organic matters to be attended to, which 
would hardly be got through at all if there was not a Long Vacation. He did 

not mean to say that they should put their own convenience first ; still they 

were there as a professional body. He did not ignore the interests of his 

clients, but he “— they could afford a close time for litigation. Their 

clients took their holidays about the same time as the solicitors, as Mr. Lake 

had — out ; and that was the most convenient time, if they were to have 

any holidays at all, in which to take them. Solicitors could not shut up their 
ces as counsel shut up their chambers. They must have men in 

during the Long Vacation just as much as at any other time. The question 
was whether the Long Vacation was to be shortened or abolished by indirect 
means ; that was to say they wanted to have a Long Vacation, but: practically 
they were going on to deliver pleadings, and do all kinds of ministerial work, 
which would practically speaking abolish it. The ju probably would 
tg He did not suppose the judges would ever sit continuous in the 

mg Vacation. But if they made their unfortunate Officials sit, solicitors 
would have to be always on the spot to attend to this administrative work 
which must go on, including the delivery of pleadings. The present system 
was very much more convenient to the profession, and he did not think 
more detrimental to the suitor than anything that might be substituted. 

Mr. R. Exterr (Cirencester) thought that Mr. Lake had mixed up two 
a. There were few members of the profession who would advocate 

@ abolition of the Long Vacation, but, on the other hand, the — had 
as yet expressed the opinion that the delivering of pleadings should be 
continued. Mr. Lake had suggested that there could be no Long Vacation if 
this were allowed. He (Mr. Shett) thought that the main feature of the 
vacation was the rising of the courts. Surely the cessation of trials made all 
the difference between the vacation and the active time. Mr. Lake had said 
the members had not expressed their opinions, but how could they do so 
except at these meetings ; unless, indeed, there was a piébiscite, and papers 
Were sent round for their votes. 

Mr. E. K. Biyrn (London) said he believed the question was originally 
introduced by him in a paper he read at the provincial meeting at Sheffield, 
in 1878. He regretted, as a member of the council who did not share in the 
Views of the majority, that that majority appeared to be determined to resist 
even the very modest reform of the Long Vacation proposed by Mr. Parker's 
resolution. He was afraid it was almost impossible to separate the general 
cnn of the Long Vacation from the narrower view of the resolution. In the 

rst place, lawyers were a profession which had to meet a public want, and 
theirs was the only business a portion of which was pret a stopped for a 
certain period of the year. Mr. Lake had used such ex ons as ‘* complete 
cessation of business,” but it was only the supply of one single portion of the 
work that solicitors contributed for the benefit of the public. The d in 
estates was rather forced upon the Long Vacation, Most of the sales took place 
during the Long Vacation, so that the idea of a complete cessation which Mr. 
Lake flourished before them was a fallacy anda mistake. They talked about the 

rofession as if the London members were the whole profession, but there was a 

ndon profession and a country profession, The solicitors in the country had 
shown at several meetings that they did not care about the Long Vacation. 
Asa matter of fact they found it more convenient to take their holidays 
earlier in the year. The Long: Vacation was the time with them when they had 
“very considerable amount of conveyancing and other ess, Even in 


London the question really only affected to any extent those members of the 





profession whose business was almost entirely concentrated upon the court 
business, and did not affect those who had a general business and a large 
share wsgaite meng | The rule in London was almost invariable, that where 
there were partners the vacation was divided between them ; therefore the 
inconvenience of coming on with pleadings or the preparation for trials was 
really reduced to a minimum. It would not in least interfere with 
Mr. e’s complete cessation of business if while he was away hi 

pe at liberty to get the — < en a ee settled, 

e minor proceedings continued ; while it w ve a very great 
nine-tenths of the business of the courts, for it was in the small 
of heavy contested actions in which the question of counsel being out 
could have any bearing. They were not discussing the question of whet! 
solicitors were to be at liberty to continue their work during the Long Vacation. 
He trusted the meeting would support the resolution. 

Mr. W. Metmora Watters (London) trusted the meeting would do 
nothing of the kind. They did not know quite what they wanted them- 
selves. He had been taking from the vice-president’s statement the various 
points which had been raised. The first, in 1882, was the result of the 
ae pr a consideration of a very able joint committee consisting of 
and other members, and recommended that the interests of suitors called for 
a reduction of the Long Vacation. That he adhered to, and was prepared to 
support still, and so was Mr. Lake. Then in the same year a resolution was 
passed—he did not know by how many members—for abolition. Then in 
1893 a suggestion was made that a limited amount of administrative business 
should be carried on. Then in 1895 a resolution was = that ee sane 
Vacation should be shortened, and pgp: delivered during the 
time. Then came the — of council, in which they recommended 
that certain business should be allowed to be done during the vacation. 

Mr. Appison : In addition to the delivery of pleadings. 

Mr. WALTERS: Including pleadi en they came to the Liverpool 
meeting in 1895, where he formed one of the minority of seven. He heard 
Mr Rawle's paper read, and a resolutien was carried repeating that of 1892. 
He (Mr. Walters) asserted that they did not know what they wanted. They 


if 
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were not asking consistently for ene thing. If they would adhere to what 
they asked for in 1892, he would support them. Instead of keeping what they 
had of the Long Vacation, they were going to bring into it a of business 


which would be distributed all over it ; then another class of business would 
be po in, and so, bit by bit, the Long Vacation would vanish altogether. 
The only hope of salvation was to have a genuine vacation. Let them 
shorten it if we thought it desirable, and he thought it was desirable. Mr. 
Ford had amused them, as he generally did; but he wished he had not con- 
cluded in such a melancholy tone. Mr. Ford had become quite a pessimist, and 
had threatened them with the formation of a new society. All he of Mr. 
Ford was that if he formed a new society he would not disconnect hi with this 
society. It had been pressed upon them that noother body had a long vacation. 
If there was to be litigious business, ae involved, the judge, the 
chief clerk, the master, and counsel on both sides, and there was no vacation, 
the ies would be taking their vacations at all times of the year, and where 
would they be got together so as to carry on litigation? The thing was im- 
practicable ; there must be a united vacation. He it, too, upon i 
unds. With solicitors, important as was the day of rest, 
sen was equally important. They might rest from their labours one(day 
in the week, but they did not get rid of the anxieties and worry they could not 
help taking home with them. It was most essential that men who lived by 
their brains, as did solicitors and their managing clerks, should have not a 
weekly day of rest but a period during the year when they could shake off 
ordinary cares of their business, aud so recuperate themselves to make them- 
selves more fit to perform their duties to the public, in whose name the 
resolution had been moved. 
Mr. PENNINGTON did not su that the repose of managing clerks 
others would be very seriously interfered with by the delivery of a statemen 
of claim or of a statement of defence. He should have preferred that 
question should have been raised in quite a different form. He should have 


FEE 


wished that the proposal had been to abolish or shorten the Vacation, or 
to leave it as itis. What him most was that the that was to 
say the society, had actually made a re tation to the Chancellor 


that proceedings ought to be delivered in the Long Vacation, and it was a 
most inconsistent thing that they should now say: “We withdraw that 
altogether.” It seemed to him that they would weaken their influence with 
the authorities, for it would seem as if they were swayed about by every wind 
of doctrine. He did not know what the authorities would think, bat he had 
a very strong impression as to what his feelings would be in such a case. He 
saw no reason for any change ; there had an nS ee, 
nothing had happened which would induce them to alter their course of action. 
After deliberately telling the authorities that their opinion was that —s 
ought to be delivered, and after reporting that to iety as 
had, and in view of e ing that had taken place during fourteen 
years ; it would be absolu inconsistent, and a very serious 
of the authority the society ought to have in all matters of i 
sedure, if they were to reverse the representation they had 
Therefore he had voted in the minority on the council. He 
resolution passed in Jan would be confirmed. 

Sir Gro. Lewis (anton) capgerted the resolution, It was not a q 
of vacation or no vacation, but a question whether they as a profession 
to own themselves incapable, during a period of three months or nearly, 
delivering pleadings between one side and the other, At the a x mye 
pleadings were delivered in the Divorce Court daring the 
vacation, The defence was put in and all delivered, 
the mere delivering of a statement of pl or should be 
on the ground that leading counsel are needed to settle the statomen’ 
to him to be d t. He had always felt that it was a 
thing to the public to the trial of their actions hy reason of the 
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saying, ‘‘ We have to go away ; we have no staff ; we make it an excuse that 
counsel are not in town, and therefore ail litigation is postponed for three 
months.” It was not a question of trying a motion, but merely of the 
delivery of the statement of claim and the statement of defence in reply. 
He shculd be ashamed to say that in his office during the vacation a state- 
ment of claim could not be delivered. If there was any difficult question, 
there were always junior counsel in town, and a great many Q.C.’s not far 
from town. The excuse seemed to him to be an idle excuse. 

Mr. W. H. WinTERBOTHAM (London), as one of the junior members of the 
council who eet the view of the majority of the council, observed that 
the question had been talked of as if it were a mere question of delivering 
pleadi and to say that they must not discuss the question of the abolition 
of the vacation seemed to him childish. They knew perfectly well, and Mr. 
Gribble had told them, it was the first step in that direction. If the courts 
were to sit during the Long Vacation, let it be abolished altogether. It seemed 
to him that the right thing to do was to somewhat shorten the vacation, and 
to allow pleadings to be delivered from, say, the Ist of October. They would 
then get three or four weeks to prepare cases for trial, and there would be no 
serious delay. He had hoped that Mr. Hollams would have been present, 
but he was detained before a Committee of the House of Commons. Mr. 
Hollams had written to him a letter, in which he expressed his opinion very 
strougly in this direction, and he had used very weighty arguments indeed 
in the council meetings with regard to the question. Mr. Hollams felt that 
the resolution was a mistake, and would, had he been present, have strongly 
supported the line he (Mr. Winterbotham) was taking. No one would say 
Mr. Hollams had not had experience in litigious work. 

Mr. Branpon (London) suggested that Mr. Parker should incorporate in 
the resolution words to the effect that pleadings should be delivered on a 
particular date, so as to give a fair holiday to the profession. 

The Presipent : I do not think it is a case in which we can have any 
amendment. 

Mr. Wu. GoppEN (London) said he was one of the minority upon the 
couocil. He had thought that the council were taking a course which would 
lessen for a long time the — = influence which their opinions might 
carry with the authorities. ides that, he had long felt that it was a 
matter in which the convenience of solicitors and of counsel, and he would go 
so far as to say the convenience of the judges, ought to be put entirely out of 
consideration. The judicial system of the country existed for the public, and 
was paid for by the public ; and the public were entitled to have in return for 
what they paid full and éfficient services. The times were greatly altered, and 

had come to a time when work of this sort ought to go on during the 
whole year. There was no practical difficulty whatever in carrying on such 
work during the whole year. There were plenty of barristers and solicitors 
who were fully competent to carry it on, and to say that proceedings were to 
be stayed during the long period of the vacation seemed to him an absolute 
denial of justice to the public. 

Mr. PARKER, in reply, said that the question had been enlarged very much 
nd what he had expected, and various opinions had been expressed to 
ich he did not conform. Mr. Lake was a most experienced advocate, 
he had in his remarks adopted a very able position, and of putting 
(Mr. Parker) into a position which he had never occupied, that of 
at abolishing the Long Vacation in the sense of abolishing the whole of 
it. Both Mr. Lake and Mr. Walters represented a section of the profession 
which he did not belong, namely, those who enjoyed the pleasure of land 
transfer rather than those who wore their lives out in litigation. Mr. Lake 
had brought forward the difficulty of getting hold of Queen’s Counsel to 

pleadings. Mr. Lake belonged to the class of the one, whereas he (Mr. 
Parker) belonged to the class of the 999. In the case of the 999 the pleadings 
were settled by themselves or by junior counsel, as the clients could not 
afford the expense as Mr. Lake’s could. Mr. Lake had forgotten the Norwich 
meeting had sed two resolutions ; the first was that the Long Vacation 
should be abolished but that everyone should have an adequate holiday spread 
throughout the year, and taken at a time which should suit him. The second 
resolution had been passed over by Mr. Lake and Mr. Walters. It was that 
pleastings should be delivered during the Long Vacation without the permission 
of the master being necessary. The present resolution was merely confirm- 
atory of that. Solicitors were to be able to deliver pleadings unless the master 
or a judge should them. Mr. Walters and other speakers had pleaded 
for an unbroken holiday, and Mr. Roscoe had shown them how he was worn 
out during the vacation. Then let them take away the Long Vacation, and 
let the so take his holiday when he wanted it. Mr. Lake had said that 
they wanted to the whole question of the Long Vacation. He denied 
that. What he hed done was to say that half a loaf was better than no bread, 
and it was better to pass that part of the resolution which  ertained to them 
as solicitors, and leave intact the question of sittings in court, which belonged 
to the bar and the judges. Let them say that if the judges would not sit, 
with the ion of the two who were told off as vacation judges, solicitors 
were ready to work, because they knew that if they did not, officialism and 
other systems would devour the little busioess they had left tethem. He 
from Mr. Gribble in wishing the abolition of the Long Vacation in 

the sense of abolishing the holiday, but the vacation as now constituted had 
become a time of pressure and of extreme difficulty which it was almost im- 
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possible to keep asit is. It was ruinous to business, it angered the clients, 
and it results which none of them could be proud of, and from 
which all suffered. The real question was between those who had 


reached the top of the profession and those who had not got there and never 
would. 

The Parstpest said that the question before the meeting was the resolution 
pamed at the special general meeting held on the 31st of January last, “ That 
the rescission of Ord. 44, rr. 4 and 5, of the Rules of the Supreme Court 


The motion was negatived, 47 votes being given in its favour and 69 


Mr. Parker: Is it open to claim a division ? 

Mr. Forp: Am I in order in moving that a poll be taken of the whole of 
the members of the society upon the question ? 

Mr. Lake; Mr. Ford knows very well he cannot do that. 

Mr. PARKER: I demand a poll. 

The PREsIDENT: I do not think you may have a poll. 


Notice oF ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


Mr. Harvey Cuirron (London) moved, in accordance with notice: ‘That 
twenty-eight days’ direct notice be given to members of the date of the annual 
general meeting of the society, that such notice contain an intimation of the 
vacancies on the council, and a notice that nominations of members to fil] 
such vacancies must be sent to the office of the society fourteen clear days 
before the date of the meeting, and that the bye-laws be altered accordin ry.” 

The Vick-PREsIDENT called Mr. Clifion’s attention to a bye-law which 
provided that nominations to the council could be made at any tiwe after the 
annual general meeting not less than twenty-one days before the next annual 
general meeting. 

The PREsIDENT pointed out that the alteration Mr. Clifton was suggesting 
was going back to an old bye-law which the society had fount to be 
inconvenient, and which was altered into the existing bye-law. 

Mr. CLIFTON said, however that might be, the notice of the annual 
meeting was sent out at atime when it was utterly impossible for the 
ordinary members of the society to nominate candidates. There was a strong 
feeling in the rank and file ot the profession that the council was not as 
representative as it ought to be and might be. At pane it was impossible 
for any member who was not a protégé of the council to get elected. 

Mr. W. G. Hart (London) seconded the motion. 

The Vick-PRESIDENT said he entirely sympathized with Mr. Clifton’s 
views, and if he thought there was anything in the bye-laws which had the 
effect of preventing candidates being proposed for the council, as he had 
assumed, he (the vice-president) would give him every support. But under 
the bye-laws notice of the annual meeting had to be affixed in the hall, and 
sent thirty-five days before the day of meeting to the provincial law 
societies, and be published in the legal newspapers, and the notice should 
contain the names of members of the council retiring in rotation, and the 
vacancies which might exist. And, as he had already stated, nominations to 
the council might be sent in at any time between the holding of one annual 
meeting and twenty-one days before the holding of the next, so there was the 
whole year, less twenty-one days, for sending in nominations. 

Mr. Forp suggested that Mr. Clifton should withdraw the moticn. 

Mr. R. W. Dippin (London) asked why Mr. Clifton’s object could not be 
carried out by his nominating one of the young men. It would be a very 
thing to have young men on the council, but he ventured to think that 
the middle-aged men came first, and when their rights had been duly guarded 
let the members elect more juveniles, There was nothing to prevent young 
men being elected on the council. 

Mr. Citron said he had not been fully conversant with the bye-laws, and 
he would withdraw the motion. 

Mr. Metvitt GREEN (Worthing) said he was one of the members of the 
committee which settled the bye-laws, and he had had clearly before him 
the views Mr. Clifton had expressed, with which he entirely concurred. 


LEGAL EpvucarTION. 


Mr. Forp, in accordance with notice, asked ‘‘ whether the latest method 
of education offered by the society to articled clerks is proving, or is likely to 
prove, less of a failure than the system which it superseded.” 

The PRESIDENT: In anoweriog your question you must allow me not to 
acquiesce in the inference which might be drawn from it. I will give you 
the facts. The number of pupils attending the classes and postal tuition is 
now 162. We have only had three years of it. In the year 1893 there were 
115, in the year 1894 there were 120, and in the year 1895 there were 162. 
You will see that the numb rs are progressive, and that some considerable 
progress has been made in the number of those who avail themselves of the 
present facilities granted by the society. Whereas under the lectures in the 
later days I am afraid our experience was—I do not like to use the word 
*‘ tailure ’—but our experience was that of a t many other educational 
institutions ; the same experience has been felt in the universities of other 
places. The system of tuition by lectures has gone very much out of 
favour, and our system was no exception to the rule. In 1887 we had 169 
students ; in 1888 we had a member-hip of 148; and in 1889 there were @ 
few more, 155. Then in 1890 the numbers went down to 114, and in 1891, 
they went down to 95. So that the numbers who attended the education 
afforded by the lecture system were decreased from 169 in 1887 to 95 in 18yl, 
whereas those under the new system have increased from 115 to 162 mm the 
three years, That is, I think, a comparative statement of the numbers 
attending the two classes. 

The Vice-Presipent : Might I, as a member of the Examination Com- 
mittee who takes great interest in the subject, say that we should be very 
glad if Mr. Ford would occasionally make a suggestion as to what we 
should do. ° 

Mr. Forp: I will give it serious consideration, sir. 


UNQUALIFIED PRACTITIONERS. 
Mr. Forp asked, in accordance with notice, whether the council will 
inquire into the truth of an —_ practice by which Treasury clerks, who 
are uot solicitors, are in the habit of instructing counsel, and also of com- 
ducting cases before magistrates 





= 


desirable, and that the council be requested to bring the resolution to the 
of the Rale Committee,” should be confirmed. 


i 





The Presivent: The council, I think, know very little of the alleged 


| piactice to which Mr. Ford calls attention. Of course, the Solicitor to the 
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Treasury is not a solicitor, but under the Act of Parliament he has power to 
instruct counsel and attend to litigious business of all kinds, and no doubt 
his staff assists him in the process in the same way as the staff of every 
qualified solivitor would assist him ; and, so far as that may be the case, I do 

not think the council will take exception to it. Although it perhaps is not 

strictly within the purview of Mr. Ford’s question, it may interest him to 

hear—or perhaps he is aware of it—what has taken place lately with reference 

to a similer case, that of a clerk of an assessment committee before the 

Middlesex magistrates. A mandamus was applied for against the magistrates 

to hear a layman who was a clerk to an assessment committee, and the 

Divisional Court decided that, although he was entitled to be present in court 

and represent the assessment committee, he was not entitled to address the 
court as a barrister, solicitor, or litigant in person could have done. I need 
only tell Mr. Ford that the council are very much alive to this question, and 
take every possible step they can to prevent persons who are not properly 
qualified from usurping the privileges of the profession. If Mr. Ford were to 
call our attention to any case of these alleged practices which we thought 
could not be supported, we should be willing to take every step in our power 
to do what was possible to put an end to them. 

Mr. Drsp1n said he might state that the clerk had given notice of appeal, 
and intended to the case to the House of Lords. 

The PrestpENT: Yes ; but it is in accordance with the views of the society, 
so far as it goes. 

QuzEn’s Bencn Division. 

Mr. Barry ConEN (London) moved, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That, in 
the opinion of this society, a reform is desirable in the administration and 
arrangements existing in the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice.” He expressed his regret that so little interest was taken in the 
subject by the meeting, the greater part of the members having left the hall 
before the motion was reached. He did not suggest that the scheme he was 
about to lay before the meeting was final and complete, but he urged that if 
the motion were carried into effect it would be of the greatest advantage to 
the profession and to the public. Under the present arrangements a solicitor 
never knew when his case was coming on, and, again, very expensive counsel 
might be briefed, and when the cases came on they would be in another 
court and not able to attend to it. The system in the Chancery Division got 
over the difficulty. Particular judges kept to particular courts, with the result 
that leading Queen’s Counsel kept very much to icular courts, and the 
solicitor knew when he briefed them that they would appear. If there were 
a system in the Queen’s Bench Division of having particular judges for 
particular courts, the same system would operate. For this reason he made 
the following propositions: ‘‘ (1) That the Lord Chief Justice and seven of 
the other judges of the Queen’s Bench Division should remain permanently 
in town during the sittings, and that each of them should permanently 
oceupy one of the Queen’s Bench Courts, the Lord Chief Justice retaining 
his present court, and the judges having allotted to them, in order of 
seniority, Queen’s Bench Courts 1 to 7, Courts 8 and 9 being reserved for 

arbitrations, railway commissions, and other special matters ; (2) the other 
six judges of the Queen’s Bench Division to deal with the circuit work and 
to attend, when required, at the Central Criminal Court; (8) every 
case set down for trial in Middlesex to be allotted in turn to 
one of the senior six town judges sitting in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court 
and in Courts 1 to 5, special London jurisdiction to be abolished ; 
(4) every notice of trial to be at least a twenty-one days’ notice, application 
for a jury to be made within the first fourteen days after notice given ; (5) each 
of the above-mentioned judges to take in alternate weeks his ial jury, 
common jury, and non-jury list, as far as possible the same kind of list to 
betaken by all the judges in the same week ; (6) the list for each day to 
contain not more than five cases, and to be published four clear days pre- 
viously ; (7) the remaining two town judges to take the surplus list of cases 
not disposed of by the other six judges on the days for which same shall have 
been entered ; (8) divisional courts to be abolished, and all work now 
ae by divisional courts to be taken by the courts of ap ; (9) Order 

4 cases to be taken on Saturday, and no case to be entered in the Order 14 
list for which a jury shall have been ordered; (10) a judge appointed 
from the junior bar to sit permanently as j in chambers.” ‘The latter 
Proposition was the most necessary reform o Judges came to chambers 
who had been long unused to the work, and consequently knew nothing about 
it. He would further propose as follows: ‘‘(11) Four lists of summonses to 
be published every day for the judge in chambers. One counsel list at 11.0, 
asecond at 12.0, one solicitor’s list at 2.0, a second at 3.0; (12) five lists of 
summonses to be published tor each master sitting in chambers every day, 
the first at 11.0, second 11.30, third at 12.0, fourth at 12.80, and counsels’ list 
at 1.30, second call for masters summonses to be abolished ; (18) not 
‘more than ten summonses to be entered in any of the chambers lists; (14) 
| are arrangements to be made as usual for vacation work, such as one of 

¢ town judges to sit in chambers during the vacation of the chamber judge.” 
The way the Queen’s Bench business was carried on was a hopeless jumble and 
muddle. The solicitor never knew when a case was coming or, or whether 
the senior or junior counsel was to be present, There was nothing practical, 
nothing businesslike, nothing useful, in the present system. It was a system 
which put everyone to the greatest amount of inconvenience, except perhaps 

jodgre themselves. e reforms he prooosed would take the Queen’s 
Bench out of a system which might have suited the Middle Ages, but certainly 
did not suit the public or profession in the present day. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion. He asserted that radical changes were 
needed in the administration and arrangements of the Queen’s Bench 
Division. He was afraid there was very little hope of this till the whole of 
the profession was united to make representations. There were at present 
158 cases standing for hearing in the crown paper, to the utter inconvenience 
of the profession and grave injustice to the suitors involved. 

The Paestpent: Of course, on the part of the council there is no objec- 


tion whatever to the resolution. We have taken every yee J in our 
power of calling attention to what we considered reforms that ought to be 
made in the administration and arrangements for on business in the 
Queen’s Bench Division ; and if this resolution is , we shall have the 
benefit of having before us a variety of suggestions in detail which Mr. Cohen 
has mxde. I need not say that they will be very carefully considered by the 
Legal Procedure Committee and the council which I think will 
be a much more convenient way of dealing with them than discussiog them at 
a meeting of this kind, where it is impossible to make any 
progress. If the meeting the resolution in the form proposed, I can 
assure the members that whatever saepenene Mr. Cohen has made or may 
make will be very carefully considered. 

The motion was agreed to. : 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Forp, terminated the 
proceedings. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR, 

The following gentlemen were on We dnesday called tothe bar :— 

Lrxcoin’s-rsn.—Richard Bacon; Richard Kaikhusroo Sorabji, Balliol 
Coll., Oxford; Thomas Arthur Gilbert; Hector Archibald Josephs, 
LL.B., Trinity Hall, Cam! , and LL.B., London University ; Gerald 
Clare Maberly, B A., LL B., Clare Coll., Cam ; Thomas Hughes 
Jackson, Balliol Coll., Oxford ; John Frederick Moody. Exeter 
Coll., Oxford; Syed Ali Ausat, Allahabad University, India ; Mahomed 
Alli Jinnah (admitted as Mahomedalli Jinnahbhai). 

Innek TeEmMPLE.—James Scott. CT.E.; Archibald Edmund 
Ripley. B.A., Oxford; Mostafa Hosain ; James Blenkinsop Hartley, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Marston Frank Buszard, BA., one may George Francis 
Gordon Dill; Dhunjeesha Dorabjee; John Llewelyn Davis Evans, B.A.. 
ward Carey, Victoria Umiversity, Manchester; Ronald 
Sherwin Holden Stuart Rae Colt, B.A., Oxford; Henry Bucknall Better- 
ton, B.A., Oxford; John Alexander Bucknill, B.A., Oxford; George 
Fitz-Hardinge Berkeley, B.A., Oxford; James Cavander, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; Arthur Middlemore Bartleet, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Frederick 
M‘Mullan, B.A , LL.B., Cambridge; Hugo Theodore Marshall, London 
University ; Roland Alexis Brown ; the Hon. Reginald William Coventry, 
B.A., Oxford; Sheikh Mohammed Usuf Husain Khan; and Herbert 
Kortright M‘Donnel Sisnett. 

Mrpptze Tsmerte —Shiva Shamkar Singh; George Henry Dorrell; 
Frederick Joseph Waldo, medical officer of health Middle and Inner 
— and St. George’s, Southwark, M.A., M.D., St. John’s College, 
Cambridge, M.R.C.S. Eng., DP.H. R. College of Physicians and 
Surgeons; William Holland Lupton, B.A. (honours), King’s College, 
Cambridge, Campbell Foster prizeman, Middle Temple; Raymond 


-D.; ph Connolly ; 
" . M.A., LL B., Edinburgh 
University; Nai Chewn; James William Murison, B.A., LL.B., late 
Cam ; Frederick George Gardiner, B.A., 
Keble College, Oxford, second-class honour School of Jurisprudence ; 
Sirdar Man Singh; Joseph Herbert Cunliffe; Sidney Reginald Dyer, 
M.D., University of Brussels, M.R.O.S. Eng., L.R.O.P. Lond., D.P.H. 
English Conjoint Board; Joseph Henry Samuel William Newton; 
William Senior, B.A., Cambridge University. 
Gray’s-1nn.—Alfred Henry Lawrence French, M.A., Merton College, 
Oxford ; Thomas Hynes, LL.B., London University ; and Duni Chand, of 
Calcutta and Punjab Universities. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Law Srvupsnts’ Desatme Socrery.—. \pril 28 —Chairman: Mr. 


Blagden. 

(Times L. R.; Mare! 

Allen o 

affirmative. Mr. Hamilton Fox opened in the negative. The 

members also spoke: Messrs. A. Dickson, J. S. Wilkinson, A. W. Watson, 
. G. Jones, Herbert Smith, and E. 

Cawley. Mr. Ern 


votes. The subject for debate at the next meeting of the society, on 
Tuesday, mf , is: “That this society approves of the Government 
Education Bill.” 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION, 
Orpmr or Covar. 
Monday, the 20th day of April, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby that the action men in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Juatice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kaxzwron (1896—B.—No. 690). 





Hannah Bland (widow) and another v Walter W. Smith & Co. (Limited) 
Hansavar, ©. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. aes Hotmes Buaxestey, barrister, has been elected to fill the 
ag apm Lecturer on Law, rendered vacant by the resignation of 
ly. 


Sir Joun Henny Dz Vitirers, K.C.M.G., Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court and President of the Legislative Council of Cape Colony, is to be 
sworn a Member of the Privy Council. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. 8. D. Waddy, Q.C., who was recently appointed to a county court 
in p in Cheshire, has been transferred to the County Court District 


heffield. Mr. Waddy is also Recorder of Sheffield. 


am stated that Sir Francis Jeune has appointed Mr. Alfred Thomas 
Rackham Marshal of the Admiralty, in succession to Mr. R. G. M. 
Browne, who lately resigned the office after more than sixty years’ service 
in the Admiralty Court. 

The Cincinnati Enquirer reports the following dialogue :—‘‘ All I demand 
for my client,’”’ shouted the wesaeoen in the voice of 8 man who paid for 

it, “is justice ! 1? “lem-w I can’t accommodate you,”’ replied 
the judge, ** but the law won’t aiew me to give him more than fourteen 
years. 

The Times says that in the case of Re New Weighing Machine Co. 
(Limited) Vaughan Williams, J., laid down a new rule of practice. He 
said there was no express rule requiring notice of the filing of the affi- 
davit in support of a winding-up petition, butin practice this was usually 
done. It was a convenient practice, and the notice ought in all cases to 
be given. 

The Chicago Legal News says: ‘*‘ Loew & Loew, Counsellors at Law,’ is 
the sign on an office door in one of the down-town buildings of New 
York. The firm is composed of father and daughter, and is doing a good 
business, no small share of which is attended to by the pretty brunette 
junior . Though a clever lawyer, Rosalie Loew has nothing of the 

girl about her, being, in fact, rather extreme in the opposite 
” 


The Times says that Mr. Jackson, who has been in correspondence with 
Sir H. Reader , the Controller of the Patent Office, with reference to 
the stamping of patent and other forms at Inland Revenue offices in the 

, has received a letter informing him that the Board of Inland 
ue have authorized their officers at Leeds to stamp in future any 
amie toe and trade-mark forms which may be presented to them 

By the for that purpose. 

The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
Assizes, viz..—North-Eastern Circuit, the Lord Chief Justice of 
and Mr. Justice Bruce; Oxford Circuit, Justices Hawkins and 
; Midland Circuit, J ustices Grantham and Wills ; South-Eastern 

Circuit, Mr. Justice Mathew ; Northern Circuit, Justices Cave and Ken- 
; Home Circuit, Mr. Justice Day ; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice 

wrance ; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Williams ; South Wales 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Wright. 


In the Pt irk— a Committee on Law, during the consideration of the 
Benefices Bill, Mr. Gedge moved an amendment enabling any party to the 
ape to be heard by solicitor. He said that both sides were anxious 
to avoid expense, and there was no necessity for instructing counsel for 
merely involved a plain statement of fact. Viscount Cran- 
that the eaeninein involved a d are from established 
he could not accept it. On a division the amendment was 
17 -votes to 9, and the clause, as amended, was added to the 


aL 


hh 


a FREE 
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Westminster Gazette says that quite a sensation has been caused 
among French — 7 the publication of a pamphlet showing that the 


number of of members of their profession has considerably 
increased of late year. In a report recently addressed to the President 
of the Republic it is stated that the por arse Sm of notaries is forty times 


«Ar edaeerhaaed mete om The only cause to which this signal 

of dishonesty is attributed is the great increase of luxury of late 

ears, sage subjects those unable to indulge in its attractions to the 
the means of others in order to satisfy their 


| 


In the House of Commons on the 27th ult., in answer to Mr. T. G. 
Bowles, the Chancellor of the Exchequer said: The total number of 
es exceeding £1,000,000 on which estate duty was charged in 1895-6 

, and the net value upon which duty was charged was 

The d received in respect of these estates was £701,446. 
also a le amouut of realty declared upon which pay- 

was deferred. The records are not sufficiently advanced to 

an answer being given at this date as to the total number of 
4) not exceeding £100 and roe a £100 which were returned 
yo the same he amount of settlement 


paid in 189: 6 was £12 £125, me The principal value of property 
out of the United Kingdorn on which duty was paid was 
to 


SRRT REE RSEE 
a 


Pursuant the 75th section of the Judicature Act, 1873, the Lord 
, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice, summoned the 
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of lords on Wednesday, when their lordships assembled in the Mose Moses 
Chamber. The Lord Chancellor ded, and there were also present 


Russell of Killowen, the Master of the Rolls (Lord Esher), the Lords 
Justices of gs a all the judges of the Chancery Division, Sir Frangjg 
Jeune and Mr. Justice Barnes as representing the Probate, Divorce, ang 
Admiralty Division, and all the j of the Queen’s Bench Division, 
with the exception of Justices Grantham aud Collins, who are absent on 
the Northern Circuit, and Mr. Justice Charles, who is still in 

Among the subjects ‘considered at the meeting were the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, the present circuit arrangements, and other businegs, 
Lig npr wn which was a strictly private one, did not conclude until late 

the afternoon. 


On Saturday in last week an interesting ceremony took place in the old 
dining-hall of Lincoln’s-inn, when the Attorney-General presented Mr. 
Cecil Henry Russell, late colonel of the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers, 
with a handsome testimonial, subscribed for by members of the bar and 
others, in recognition of his thirty-five years’ service in connection with 
that corps. The testimonial, which was of silver, consisted of a 
Monteith bowl, a massive salver, two candelabra with five lights, four 
candlesticks, and two s bowls with apostle spoons. The following 
inscription was engraved at the base of the large bowl :—‘‘ To Cecil 
Henry Russell, Bencher of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, one 
of the original officers, lieutenant-colonel and honorary colonel (retired), 
of the Inns of Court (14th Middlesex) Rifle Volunteers, this bow] and 
other plate are presented by his brethren at the bar and comrades in the 
corps as a token of their esteem and in grateful recognition of his services 
as an officer for thirty-five years (1860-1895) and as commanding officer of 
the battalion for eleven years (1884-1895), a.p. 1896.’’ The Attorney- 
General, in presenting the testimonial, said that it was a spontaneous ex- 
pression of gratitude for long- continued and loyal services. After a few 
words by General Sir Francis Grenfell, Mr. Cecil Russell expressed his 
gratitude for the handsome present made to him, and said that he loved 
the corps as he loved his profession. He bore testimony to the loyal sup- 
port he had received from every member of the corps during his long con- 
nection — it. He was glad to say that the corps was rapidly increasing 
in numbers. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Bora or ReGisTRars 1x ATTENDANCE OF 








Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2 Curry. Noxgra. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt . Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 

Leach Rolt Carrington 

Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLine KEKEWIOn Romer. 
Mr ard Mr. Jackson 
Pemberton Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Pemberton Clowes 
Ward J 
Pemberton Clowes 








WaknING TO rInTENDING Hovusgz Purcuasers AND Lgssezs.—Before pur- 
ome & or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
arenes = from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
estminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 


uae by pois akan (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. ) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, April 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep iv CHancery. 
es Ripine Sonoee Co, Luarzp—Creditors are monte, on or before Mer ' 25, to send 
addresses, and particulars Charles Lucas, 


to William West, 6, Oriental pl, 


Inp ext Press, Lucarep—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to 
yp bps . and particulars of thelr debts or claims, t 
William Barker, 80, 


Gamesy Turkish anp Russian whey Co, Lira Creditors are ont on or before 
names and and 


May 9, to send bts or claims, to 

Walter apes 8 Wes Li Petn for winding up, presented April 21 
— varreo— wu 

irik te bo teal « on May 6.’ Gibson 66, Lincoln’s inn , solors for petaer. 


~~. eine tee he ted pon not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon 
Loxpon axD " Ourvensss Bayx, ioe. for winding w aid eat A 21, 


badge) oa on May 1, Gresham , solors 

casper ahha of appuaing must reach the above-named ter than 6 o’clock 
oF og —allb ny Ee 

—— Sroxz Co, Lanswgo—Crettions ope Jonge eo on or before June 6, to send their 


and debts or claims, to Arthur Clements, 4, 
Old King st, Bath. Beanie te loberteon, Bath, solons to to liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 





! 


Council of the Judges of the Supreme Court to meet at the House 


Bewerit Sociary, Avebury, Wilts. March 24 


their names and of their debts or claims, to 
Bri st, Boston « 
Ee etre ee ey ee hy or before June 5, to send their 
A pe of their ts or claims, to Reginald Harrison, 


G. 7 Hanrzr & Co, ager 9 mae 2 pty 2 segatoel, on ced on or before Monday, June 15, to * 
in particulars, in in writing, of 
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Sessere SOCIETY, East Knoyle, Wilts. March 24 
LENT TRIENNIAL pesteees Ag 24 aac Wilts. March 24 

BRITFORD > Seomner, Britf 
FgrenpLy Society, Keevil, 
PgiENDLY SOCIETY, Littleton and West Tavington 1 aa Wilts. March 24 
tgrenDLy Society, Pewsey, 8.0., Wilts. 
townpk Bexerit Society, Rowde, Wilts. oe S 24 
“Rovat SranpagD Beverit Society, Pewsey, 8.0., Wilts. 

jr. Mantix’s Lover, Loya. InperenpEnt Unirep ORDER OF ness BLACKBURN 
9 Hopwood gate, Blackburn, Lancs. April 1 
¥itz or Pewsry Inpgerenpent Society, Pewsey, 8.0., Wilts. March 24 
Yuasty Farexviy Society, Brokenborough, Wi Wilts. March 24 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurtep ux CHANCERY. 
Appison Cius, Lunrep—Petn for win April 23, directed to be heard 


on May 6. Smith & Rydon, 62, Tincols's ti fields, solore for petuer. otice of 
ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in ao cua at 
y 5 


iperc Pusuisume Co, Liurrzeo—C 9 Fe are required, on or before by may = 
4, to send their names and addresses, and —— of their debts or claims, to 
Pullam M. Evans, Portiand House, Basinghall st. Andrews & Fawcus, 18, in 
ieond, solors for liquidator 
Agristic Suppty Co, Luumrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and +e their debts or claims, to Mr. Pullam M. Evans, 
— Basing! Andrews & Fawcus, 18, Essex st, Strand, solors for 


COLONIAL og anp Contract Corporation, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before May 29, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
daims, to cis H. Tod, 56, Coleman st 

Euerre Composinc anp Distrisutine Macuines Synpicate, Limitep—Creditors are 

required, on or before Ma: oy | 30, to send their aames and addresses, and particulars of 
ther debts or claims, to ohn Tyrrell Boyes, 3, Col st. & Cohen, solos 
to liquidator 

Recinaris, Liu1rep—Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to send their names and 

and particulars of their debts and claims, to to Mr. Hugh Limebeer, 3, 
Clement’s lane. Valpy & Co, 19, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors to a 

Texs Sipe Iron anp Enoine ‘Works Co, Limitrzp— Creditors required, on or before 
June 16, to send their names and addresses, and iculars of f their. debts or claims, to 
William Barclay Peat, Royal Exchange, Middles rough, solor to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Arnznton Crus, Atherton, Liverpool. April 15 
Batuam Co-operative InpusTRiaL Provipent Society, Limirep, 132, Cavendish rd, 
, Surrey. April 22 
Expixaton PRrov:DENT Society, British Schoolroom, Erdington, Birmingham. April 22 
Femate Curistian Association Sick AND Provipent BENEFIT Socretizs, 188, Ebury st 
Pimlico. Ap 
Feuate Faienpiy Society, Schoolroom, Newbold de Verdon, Leicester. April 22 
Kineswoop Frrenpiy Funp, io we. Jockey Inn, Inkford Brook, Wythal, Alvechurch, 
near Bromsgrove, Warwi 
SsowDRoP | Unitep Saal o oF _ = Garpeners Farenpiy Society, George Inn, 


Usrrep Busvanex ‘loans Soorrry, Green Dragon Inn, Bearward st, Northampton. 


Ui Buoruans Bremincuam Beyerit Society, Sun, Union st, Borough, Surrey. 
April 15 








SusPenpED For Taree Monras. 


Ants’ Anopr Society, Tre Ivor Arms, Penywern, Dowlais, Glamorgan. April 22 
 - A _—esas ACCIDENT Society, 3, Rawdon terr, Moira, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 24. 

mm, Mowraaugz Morpaunt, Windermere, Westmoreland June 1 Dowson & Co, 
Resear, Joan, Pembrey, Carmarthen, Farmer May 20 Browne, Carmarthen 
Arxinson, Una, Manchester May 16 Sutton & Co, Manchester 
ot fepreaan, Newmarket, York, Canada, Insurance Agent May 30 Carr, High 





Barwick, Havnr, New Westminster, British Columbia, Insurance Agent May 30 Carr, 


Branon, ExizasetTu, Freemantle June1 Goater & Blatck, Southampton 
BrowninG, Beresrorp Hupson, Anglesey, Brewer May 22 Jones, Bangor 
Currrorp, Water, Clarence Hotel, Teddington, Licensed Victualler Juneé Sherrard, 


Coats, Canotine, Westdown, Devon June13 Veale Bros, Iifracombe 

Coorsr, Joszpu, Monks Kirby, Warwick, Farmer June6 Wratislaw, Rugby 

Datrtoy, Joun, Chester, Calico Printer May 30 Ellison, Glossop 

Dean, Many, Blackburn May 23 Wilding & Son, Blackburn 

Dixspae, Isang, Searborough June6é Turnbull & Moody, Scarborough 

Farman, Atrrep, York June1 Crust & Co, Beverley 

Frrou, James, Malton, York, Draper Junel H W & R Pearson, Malton 

F.ieetwoop, Epwarp Caryt, Cheltenham Junel Ticehurst & Son, Cheltenham 

GREEN, ne ae Leparp, Whalley Range, nr Manchester May 22 Watson & Co, 

uverie 

Green, Waiter Curpcuase, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer May 25 Crossfield & 
Cushing, Hackney rd 

Harcreaves, Caanies, Manchester, Dentist June1 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Henstrock, Fraycis Wooprwis, Liverpool, Solicttor April 30 Read, Liverpool 

Howrer, Joun Josera, Whickham, Durham, Merchant May 21 Ryott & Swan, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Jones, Davin, Liverpool June 1 Symond, Liverpool 

Jones, Evwarp, Liverpool June5 Quilliam, Liverpool 

Kear, Henry Epwarp, Clifton, Bristol, Engineer May 30 Salisbury, Bristol 

eee ruttam Legs, Headingley, Leeds, Woollen Merchant May15 Ward & Sons 


Kerr, Admiral the Rt Hon Freperick Hersert, Kensington Palace June 2 Trower & 
, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
eeoin, Joun, Alderton, Wilts, Farmer May15 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 
Leaoerr, ALrrep, Redhill, Surrey, Baker May 22] JBacon Phillips, Redhill 
Love, Rosert, Kingston upon Hull, Cooper June1 Gardam, Hull 
Lucy, Hesrer, Liverpool May 30 North & Co, Liverpool 
Maason, Joun, Scarborough Juneé Turnbull & Moody, Scarborough 
Marspen, Frances, Sheffield June15 Bagshawe & Co, Sheffield 
a. eee Sen, Worksop, Notts, Licensed Victualler May 25 JS&CA 
» Wor 
Mazspen, Roserr, Seefeld, Merchant June15 Bagshawe & Co, Sheffield 
Marruews, Tuomas, Leicester. May 26 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Mra, Rev James Goopgve, Bradford, York May 31 Wade & Co, Bradford 
Mitts, Crara, Billington, York June1 H W & R Pearson, Malton 
Morrat, James Burns, Bowdon, Chester June1 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Mooney, Joun, Worksop, Notts May 25 JS &C A Whall, Worksop 
Pearce, Ropert McLarpy, Edgwarerd Juneil6é Titley, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Reacu, Exiza, Wolverhampton May18 Underhill & Thorneycroft, Wolveruampton 
Rogers, Eviza Arrste, Cavendish sq May 16 Mason & Co, Linsoln’s inn fields 
Row.aynps, Wituiam, Denbigh May 17 Kenrick, Ruabon 
RunNatis, James, Penzance, Cornwall, Merchant June 10 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 
Semon, Arnruur Cuares, Fleet, Hants May 30 Saunders & Co, Coleman st 
aes Syamee Marcuant, Witham, Essex, Surgeon May 21 Josselyn & Sons, 
Verve, doum, Felling May25 Mawson, Durham 
Wa xsr, Frepenicx, Maidstone, Kent May 20 Bracher, Maidstone 
Watt, Carotiye, Scarborough Junel Crust & Co, Beverley 
SS Aldwinkle, Northampton, Farmer May 25 Maples & Sons, 
Wootr, Isaac, Mile Endrd MayiS Mitchell, Gravesend 
bie Henry Peer, C B, Madron, Cornwall May 27 Trythall & Bodilly, 
enzance 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszetite.—Fripay, April 24. 


GRIFFIN, _ &. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Poole Pet Ap 


Hatiows, WILtIam, 


ford Magna, 
ril 21 ag Fag LF 


22 Ord April 22 
Dorsetshire, Builder | Ros ap ar Deakin Wrexham Pet 


Coal Merchant Ashton | Toxpors Bex, Hi Teeds Leeds pp Son Ord 


Gopparp, Lamy "ype Corn Dealer Stockport Pet a -y a Flanshawlane, nr Wakefield Wakefield 


om, Grorar, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet April under L; Pet April’ 17 Ord April 17 April 20 
aot Hampson, paren, Salf —__, Commercial Clerk | | Witxixson, witiees — 
non Joux, Derby, Wheelwright Derby Pet April 21 Salford April 22 Ord April Bootmaker Pet Apel 21" Ora a Ord Ape 
aoe 4 ign 21 Haroty, at CHaRLEs, Bowes I Park, Wood Green | Yarworra, W.tian, Clearwell ar 
a, Jom ae Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet April 17 H Edmonton Pet ead. Ord pater ” Newport, Mon Pet April 20 prea > 
ABTNETT, rea ayoridd, ant Ponty- | Amended notice sub betivated for 
Ni x, io mon, A mate onk aaa oe J aw oy te ~4g Colli Pon idd Jot Fal nig E z res 
ani e! 8 D' ames, WILLIAM, a Apel 32 er typridd | wae 4A tonne High Court 
ETT, Damen’ Vaswe Kegworth, Leics, Plaster Pet April 22” Ord a8 . muaron 2 io. Cigar Marchant , ™ 
in Manufacturer if Leicester Bot a a a on 4 wsdl ~~ wary! ntti Baker High Court Pet | 
aM, WILLIAM een f ’ 
Cana! "wes Pet A a oe r ro ha w, B Racemuaae, Ie Soaag, | g Acre, Covent Garden, Fruiterer ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 
AMUBL BERT, HOMAS gy 8 ALE Pet April 21 April 21 | Hetwo Haraier Ecrzan Museum senaenyem | 
Leicester Boot Manufacturers Leicester April Lanxes, Freperick, and Cuarates Srrron es Goan High’ Court Ree Ord 26, 1895 “\aeee 
pril 22 st Court March 30 Ord April 22 sca 17, 1896 


22 Ord A 
Cuarpie, Jonn Gzora ym Swansea, Baker Swan- | Lisnman, Tuomas, over 
. an, i Grange 


sea pril 21 
Davme, Danie, Ystrad vind Glam Pontypridd Pet | Luoyp, Farperick > Milford Haven, Butcher | Bensaminx, B, West Kensington May lat il Bankruptcy 


20 Ord April 20 
Reaten Warwick, aaiooath, Oilman Wandsworth | Lussan, Atrraep, Hotel 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 March 17 Ord April 22 


Yous, Wittiaw Beart, Swindon Swindon Pet April 20 | Marsaaut, ta. Bradford, Yorks, Clothier Bradford | Bixws, Winulam 
Off 


Apuit 20 Pet A) Ord April 18 
mLaaTON,, Wit1am, Mexborough, Yorks, Book-keeper | Martin 

Sheffield Pet April 20 
Azk, Water J. AMES, 0nd Ane 


20 
Giss, Tuomas, Hunt’s 


} andy 
Pet April 21 Ord April 31 
Gtrarn, eyo w= et as Bucks, Farmer Pi. Se Whi 
Luton High Court Pet April 1 





et April9 Ord 


Ns bidgs, Carey 
‘igh *¢ Court Pet | pew Wolverhampton, Clothier May 5 at 
aan, Laem, Commission Agent May 1 


atl2 row, Leeds 
ugh, Ye Bow, Norbury, Staffs, Joiner Stafford Pet | Bowen, ‘Tuouas, Ryetord. Glos, ‘Baker May 2 at 12 Of 
Reo, 15, King st, Gloucester 
y Nort, Builder Nor- | Mepuicort, — Ad Pe Loa Ont he, & Herefords, Buoeuey, dennaan, Le Leeds, Carrier Maylatil Off Reo, 
Ee tan vespodl, Metallurgist | Mexcer, WituiaM gone, Sediten, Kent, - 
Pet April 22 Ord 22 


row, Leeds 
er Canter- Canee ray 0b, 


yay May lati2 &, 


wa. Merchant Canute Win Ont Reo 58 Daca thine & ipews Farmer 
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Copgues, Sarees Wtees, Carnarvon villas. , Sunwberry | 
Hill May 4at3 Off Kec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 

avenue 
Cromprox, Exizasera, Southport, Hotel Manageress Ma: 
6at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li , 


Dogarixeroy, Taomas Piper, 7 Law Clerk May 4 


at12 10, enzeum ter, Pi: 
ao, Epwarp, > aaa Clerk May 1atil Bankruptcy 


Foster, ee ny Preston, Lance, Chemist May 1 at 2.30 , 
Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
wor, 2 JA,NL —y Whitehall pl May 1 at 1 Bankruptcy 


Heap, aan and Tuomas Grorce Heap, Boscombe, nr 
Decorators May 8 at 12.30 South 


‘Western Hotel, Bournemou 
— Le Dobe em, Lanes, Grocer May 1 at 10.30 


Kino, Sane, Hatheld broad Oak, Essex, Farmer May 1 
George Hotel, Bishop's Stortford 
Reotaaats Evax, Swansea, Licensed Hn ae May 4 
ati2 Of Ree’ 31, Alexaz Alexandra rd, 8 

Manrsnatt, Feep, Bradford, Yorks, Clothier May 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Marruews, Cuartes Hever, eer Grocer May 4 at 


11.30 % 
Tuomas Heyray, Blackburn, Cigar Merchant 
bor en art hous, Bincbbern 
Nawrox, a nes borough, Insurance a May 
Ree, 8, Albert 4 Middlesboro: 
a. J fn Trobanog, nr Pontyprid Licensed 
Victualler May 1 at a 65, High st, Merthyr 


Georce Axustrone, Ivybridge, Devon 
May 4 at 12 10, Athenwum ter, Ply- 


mouth 

Tuistie, Harey Rosixsox, Whitby, Yorks May 6 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Wank, Joszra beg aN Corn Dealer May 1 at 


itenham, eats Agent May 1 at 
3 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 
Witicocxs, Wittiam Roserr, Stockwell, Commercial 
Traveller Mav4atil Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 
Wirsos, Coartes Witiiam, Ald ~ 
Maylati Bankruptcy bidgs, y st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avexasper, Coaries Josers, Southampton wl 
Financial Contractor High Court Pet March 14 


April 22 
a a Derby, Wheelwright Derby Pet April 20 
- Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet April 17 
SuRcuett, Wausas ba moy® Kegworth, 

Manuf 


Leics, Plaster 
Pet April21 Ord April 21 
Farmer 


Suerueaep, 


Basen, 
Ord 





Caxuax, Mg my jae Al . Norfolk, 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Caze, Samuzt Rosert, and Taomas Witiiam S8acz, 
a , Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 
22 Ord April 22 
Joux Gzorez, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet 
21 


> 


Sumy, Oilman 
Pet April 21 Cod Agel 21 
es, CHARLES a Talbot ct High Court Pet 
Feb7 Ord April 21 
Wiss a Swindon Swindon Pet April 20 


Fui.zrros, il Mexborough, Ete Bookkeeper 
Sheffield Pet april 20 ork 

Gazz, Watree —, M am, Builder 
liorwich Pet April 


) 


ton under Pet 17 Ord 18 
ON tg Le 
Salford Pet 20 Ord April 22 
Hugrsertr, Eowaxp, P: Beer Merchant Ponty- 


° —, yaaa 
lord =Pet Yoke cle 

as Clothe Bedford Pet 

Stectie teem, Mem, tails, Selene Stafford Pet 


April® Ord 
Stouain, Wrasse dean Boverdham, Kant, Bakes Canter- 


ssoun tenet M eaneghel ee Pec High Court Pet 

¥, 

Oseons, he ee Pet 
Marsch Ord April 22 


Sracu, Feasx Hittise, and Busser Scutenoemasz, St 
‘a axe, Merchants High Court Pet Feb@ Ord 


Se Mantes, Laake Leeds Pet April® Ord 
Wig ees Zome, Bits, Hashem Lecter Bristol 


» 
N 


Pet April 21 Ord 





Wisox, Cuan, Wasa Ord Apa a st, Waterproofer 
Court el 

Wrieat, Arrnur Brecn, uilder Lincoln Pet 
March 30 Ord April 20 


Yarworrs, WituiaM, Clearwell, nr Coleford, Glos, Butcher 
Newport, Mon Pet April 20 Ord April 20 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Smiox, Sypyey Hersert, Muscovy ct, Tower hill, Drysalter 
High Court Adjud May 4, 1887 Annul April 16, 1896 


London Gasette.—Turspay, April 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Byuzs, ome’ a Stockton on Tees Pet 
Cc. ace. its nr, Newport peat Schoolmaster Stafford 
ATTELL, Harry, Ne () 

Pet April 24° Ord April 


Cuseamaah id Wasote eby, Yorks Stockton on 
Tees Pet April 24 ch, peat ; 


Caristian, James Fonneut, eathenpton row, Blooms- 
bury, Pen Manufacturer High Court Pet Aprii 23 


— aan, Neath, Glam Neath Pet March30 Ord 


Cook, "Gaonoe WituiaM, Tieoiee Sailmaker 
m upon Hull Pet April 23 { Ond April 38 

Dossox, GzoreE a Mesos, Liverpool Master Liver- 
pool Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Doveras, Josern WILLIAM, Mey bldgs, Old Broad 

High Court Pet March Pet Apri 24 

GoopaLt, CHARLES, Bradford, —, Cabinet Maker 

Pet April 23 Ord April 

Hatz, Witttam, Barton. Sova, ome Exeter Pet 

April 23 Ord April 23 

Hanp, Hewyry, Alstoncfield, Staffs, Farmer Burton on 
Trent Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

> 8t George’s sq High Court Pet Feb 10 


Ap’ 
Hymay, Jonny, Duke st, Blackfriars, Rag Merchant High 
Court Pet April 25 ry ril 25 
Jouys, Witiiam, Tyw rnwall, Carpenter Truro 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
> — Leeds, Cabinct Maker Leeds Pet April 22 


me; cl Battersea, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 

Mipp.etox, ineaun Turesu, Bradford, Yorks, Wool 
Merchant Bradford Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

a Avsert Epwix Esvyest, Shepton Mallett, 

aan Tailor’s Cutter Welis Pet April 23 Ord 
23 

Mount Forpua, King’s lem, — Engineer King’s 
Lynn Pet April 24 Ord A 

aay "Wivuian, Hddersld, Huddersfield 


23 

Diente: , «a Neweastle under Lyme, Grocer Hanley 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Peer.ess, Coanites Matraew, eaten, Plumber Brigh- 
ton Pet April 24 Ord April 

Rostxson, CHRISTOPHER, Dertiagten, Coachman Stockton 
on Tees Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Rogers, Davin, the yo , Bexley _— Kent, _ 
Dentist April 23 


Rochester et, A vil 23 
Szpcxr, Horace, Lyric Club, hestricel 1 
Court Pet March7 Ord ‘April 23 


Stoaye, Ropert Wixsox, 0: k, Veterinary Surgeon 
Liverpool Pet En 25 Ord April 25 
—. , ARTHUR, and Louis — i Bradford, Topmakers 


April 22 
we Avice, Chatham, Pet April 23 
Ord April 23 


Tuorocoop, Beswer, & Co, Newman st, Oxford st, Shop 
Fitters High Court Pet March 16 Ord April 23 
aoe. Tosias, South Shields, Furniture Dealer New- 

on Tyne Pet April 11 A April 23 
Youxe, so, Winstea Mustos Neep. 
Court Pet Febi1 Ord A Aaaias 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aovagees Feeees York, Innkeeper May 18 at 
11.30 

Batt, —_. Derby, Wheel t May 5 at 12.15 Off 

St Mary’s y~ 4 

Baronsion ann, ton, Beds May 8 at3 Chamber 
o 

Bousp, Grorce Grey, Villiers st, Strand, Fishmonger 

2 ae oa Bankruptes bl Garey at Son Bk 

RADBURY, JOHN ham, Tobacconist y 8a 

11 more ae 

Buscuerr, WiiiiaM Vincert, orth, Leicecs, Plaster 
Manufec May 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Cann, “BaNUEL Rovert, and Tuomas Witiiam Bax, 
, Bout Manufacturers May 5at3 Off Rec, 

1, st, Leicester 
Cuan, Wittus Grorce, West cot Harley Setedins 


y 5 at 4.50 Wes a oat wos 
Cusmmen: —. Saker May 
5 at 12 
Cox, Bow ax Brain Manager May 11 
atl ed 
wor i) Desens Gita Goch, eS Grocer May 6 at 
mes Evas, Liansadwrn, 
9 at 220 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
wenny, Carpenter May6at12 65, 


Evans, Jeerys, A 


Faaxx.is, Hewny non, Gt , Driver May 6 at 
F li ¢ 15, Osborne st, Gt oY 
as 7 om, 1LL1am, Mexborou; Bookkeeper 
Sat? Off Reo, Figtree inne, suethla 
cn, aon wanat, — nr Metallurgist 





Gusen, ‘Teaen 


36, 
Bctinar, ington, ‘Banks, Farmer 
May 6 at 3.30 Henry P 


ettit, Solicitor, Leighton 





TLEINSOR, Wises acapen, King’s Lynn, me, Koro 


Gooprran, essen, Wes ee, Baker May 6 at 2 


Hatt, Bg eet, Barton, De , Devon, Pa Farmer May 14 at 0 
Hansra dan pany ey =~ 7 ati2 

more row, Birming! %, Cal. 
Hizst, i afeenigs Jon Leeds, Porter May Gatll Of Ree, 2, 


JENKINS, Euizaperu, Lianelly, Licensed Victualler Mayg 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Jznono, BERTHOLD, Baker May 5 at 2.30 Bank. 


rup 
Jouys, 3 ry wardreath, Cornwall, Carpenter 

7 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro May 
Se JAMES, a May 7 at 11 23, Colmon 


Kacrraaxy, aaae, a, Long acre, Covent Seaton, Fruiterer 
May 5 at bg ae tey bi 

Kixe, aoe Malton, orks, yo tenon ing "wag cated 30 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Laykes, FREDERICK, and CHARLES Sxrron Tous, St 
avenue, pene May 5 at 12 Bankru 
bldgs, Carey st 

LisumaNn, Toomas, Grange over Sands, Lancs, Painter 
ae at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


Lussan, ALFRED, mah Deeping May 5 atll Bank. 
ruptcy bidgs, 


y st 

Lurmax, ABest Epwarp, Frimley, Surrey May 7 at 12,9 

24, Railway app, London Bridge 

nie Dacosest, Birmingham, Sractor May 6atll » 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Maveuan, Tuomas, Jnr, Sunderland, , Seipouner May 6at 
12 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Peart, 8, Hasti Jeweller May 1 11 at 12 Offices of 
Young & Sons, Bank bid Bard 

Prarrex, 8, Whitecha ware “Merchant May6 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy , Carey st 

Rarrt, James akraptey Ole ew Green, Surrey, Clerk Mayé 
at 11.30 24, Railwa ay opp, London Bri ige 

Ruopes, Foores, Weke May 5 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond 

Rimmer, Wituias Coox, Newbridge, Mon, Outfitter May 6 
hy Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

Rocsns,, Davin, the younger, Bexley Heath, a , Gangeee 
Dentist May 11 at 11.30 ib. High st, 

Suirn, Arraur, and Louis Fiera, Bradford a Topenkers 
May 8ati1 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Srirr, Avice, Chatham, Draper May llatill 115, High 
st, ester 

Stoxor, Jane, Durham, Wine Merchant May 12 at 10.30 
Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

THomas, Tuomas Ricuagp, Glandulaisuchaf, Carmarthens, 
Farmer May 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

Turner, Josern, Warrington, Smallware Dealer May 6 at 
8 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Wane, James E, Lavender hill, Builder May 6 at 12.8 

. Railway app, Loadon Bridge 


Wacsrarr, Georee Lez, Po 


’s Farm, South Mimm, 
Farmer May 5at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbm, 
Temple avenue 


Wirxixson, Wittiam Beason, King’s Lynn, Bootmaker 


May 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Wussaue, Joserx, Cymmer, Glam, Collier May 6 at lil 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Yanworrs, Wituiam, Clearwell, Glos, Butcher May 6 at 


ae Off Rec, Gloucester chmbrs, Newport, 
m 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avustix, Witt1am, Whitchurch, Sain. Schoolmaster 


Nantwich Pet A 18 Ord April 
Avis, Ly Me ord, Builder Bedford Pet March 
19 


Bovugyeg, a j; rw Accountant Nant- 
wich April7 Ord April 24 

Byues, Bont. le Stockton on Tees Pet 
April 24 Ord agen 6 

oe, x Apel a. wens Yorks Stockton oa 

ees ‘et 4 

Couns, AntHuR WiL1amM, Carnarvon villas, Strawberry 
Hill Brentford Pet March 21 OrdA ril 22 

Coox, Gzorncz Wiiuiam, Kingston upon Hull, 


Kingsto: 


a bgt 4! Ord april 23 fr 


Dosson, Largs 
Liv Ry 24 ord a Bp 24 

Fosrss, | ath, Preston, Lanes, emist Preston Pe 
A 8 Ord April 


23 
Goovatt, CuHargies, Bradford, rr Cabinet Maker 
Bradford Pet April 23 Ord April 
Haut, Se Barton, Devons, eco Exeter Pe 
A 


Ord April 23 
Te 2 om Farmer Burton 08 
et A 23 pril 
James, Wasa Wattstown, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
x Wi Tyarresh 
Jouns, whan, Ty th, Cornwall, Carpenter Truto 
et A) 


Lisgmay, "Tacos '@ a < over Sands, Lancs, Painter 
Ulverston 


Pet A) 18 Ord April 23 
Mason, Joux, Leeds, Maker Leeds Pet April #2 
Ord Apri ze 
Mayzes, ILLIAM. st, Bayswater, Builder 
andsworth Pet we aeell's 23 Ord April 26 


Mepucorr, James Meape, Hampton pate 3 Hereford, 
Farmer Heref Pet April 9 Ord 

Mippuxtow, Apranam Tuxesy, Bradford, Porky, Wool 
Merchant Bradford Pet April22 Ord April 23 

Moreg.., Avsert Eowyn Exner, Rm 
Cutter Wells Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Mors, Fouseau, i , sora Engineer King’s 
yon Pet A 

Nosros, Wittiam, ld, Innkeeper, Huddersfield 
Pet 20 23 

Passos, | aaah et cone under Lyme, Grocer, Hanley 
a April 

Penogity conn, Eastville, Chas, Provision Merchast 

Bristol Pet April Ord April 28 








Reuruess, aie, Fore st High Court Pet Jan® 
Ord April 26 
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Rosrxsox, CHRISTOPHER, ye yee ye Stockton 
on Tees Pet April22 Ord April 
Rosson, I ng Warwick Bar's Ct, Auctioneer 
Pet Dec 11 Ord ‘Ap ril 23 
iaaw, a “Wirkenheed, Builder irkenhead Pet March 
Ord April 25 


maar, Rosert Witson, Ormskirk, ny Surgeon 
1 Pet April 25 Ord Apt & 
gus, Anrour,and Louis Fires, radford, Youn, Top- 
makers a ig April 22 Ord April 


Gury, Auice, Cha‘ Kent, Draper oS Pet 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately, 
For Terms, &c., apply to 





i123 Ord April 23 Medical Superintendent. 
acon, ce pao gO igh s Agent Chelten- 
oe Write Hewry, None, Golicitor Norwich Pet THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 T0 1890. 
March 21 Ord April 24 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. BY aprnoarer. 


, Tomas, Plymouth, Tailor Plymouth Adjud May 
Bortiggs Annul April 15, 1896 





See OF ENSUING WEEK. 

May Messrs. Bean, Burnett, & Exupriver, at the 
ind Hotel, By ye the Hinwick Estate, in the 
h— or centuries the ancestral home of 

mee county family (see advertisement, April 


). 
BE Sen Houser, Sox, & Fruit, at the Mart, at 
Warehouse or Printing Offices, 5, Crown-court, og 
eon: Al Leasehold Business Premises 
Great Suffolk-street, Seem Freehold only r 
Northwood, and Freehold Building Land at Enfield 
Highway (see advertisement, April 25, p. 4). 
May 5.—Messrs. Ventum, Buti, & Coorzr, at the Mart, at 
rn Freehold Building Estate at Hampstead (see adver- 
tisement, April 11, p. 3). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANOE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLiorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 











RIENT COMPANY’ S PLEASURE 

ORUISES by the Steamships ‘‘ LUSITANIA,” 3,877 

wee and “‘GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 
leaving don as under :— 


For NORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE (for Mid- 
night Sun), 
10th Junz, for 28 days. 


For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
23rd Juns, for 21 days, 
llth Juny, for 15 days. 


For NORWAY ne VADSO (for Solar Eclipse), 
SPITZBERGEN, 
ont Jury, for 27 day 8. 
Atth e most Northerly point of this Cruise ~_ Sun will be 
above the horizon at Midnight. 


For COPENHAGEN, STOCKHOLM, ST. PETERSBURG, 
KIEL, the BALTIC CANAL, &c. 
26th Aveust, for 28 days. 


String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage apply to the latter firm a’ 
avenue, E.C.; or to the West-end B: 
spur-street, London, 8.W. 


EDE AND SOK, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, th e Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
tial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
an ey SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Ww and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Curie and Olerke of the Peace. 
Robes, Tvereiyans Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1 


%4, CHANCERY LANE, ‘LONDON, 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND Tae 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the U and 
e8 0} P 





Fenchurch- 
ranch wonton 16, Cock- 








Classes suff: from the above. 
Tae results. Consul : Sir BENJA 
abe BA RDEON, MD. P-B.0.P. Medical Attend- 
apply, Mrs. Seana Principal, en House, Leicester. 








uisite under the above Acts su on the 
Every req e pplied 





ett OEE ak FE Ot 2 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


decibiton, SHARE CERTIFICATES, ES, 
SHARE CATES, DEBENTURES, 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No No for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREZT, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI. Newspaper 


Authors advised with as to .s to Printing and Publishin 
Estimates and all information furnished. - 


Contracts entered into. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS. 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 











BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS, 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 





S. FISHER, 


188, Strand. 











“_vanOns on M MORTOAOE, AT FIVE PER 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 
is to make Advances on fae 
SO LICENSED HOUSES: rompable uoton tae 
ony any instalments, without notice. — to Fsaxcis 
VENsCROFT, Manager, Birkbeck Southampton- 
dings, Chancery-lane, Lendon, W.C. 





BIRKBECK BANE 
ne: eee. 

'0-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 

on DEPOSITS on demand. 

TOURS and SHARES purchased ond ‘ 

For the encouragement of Tht ot of Tha Thrift the Bank receives small 

sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 

completed £1 








BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 

HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC:.D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 





C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


The £5 5s, 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD = on BY ALL ee 
UNTANTS, &o 
1 the mow nent an dare et ofr to ths 


Consists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 
down fronts, and four in each. Secured by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Size, 20in. by 13in.. by 14in. 





5” 6'"- 





omen ye 





sereb 


Oe “te ee 
keys, £13; carriage in Also the “ be 
deed box, 16in. ee a ee Se 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address. 
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REVERSIONS \ Purchased ON ADVAN TERMS 





LIFE INTERESTS ; 
GROUND RENTS , 











English and Scottish Law Life 
Assurance Association, 


12, WATERLOO PLACE, LONDON, S.W., 


Or Advances Made. 


LIBERAL COMMISSION ON ASSURANCE BUSINESS TO SOLICITORS. 
APPLY TO GENERAL MANAGER. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


OF 


towaS renal conical PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, GotpsmrrHs AND deena 17 anv 18, Piccanmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
GrRacecHuRcH-sTREET, ConnuILL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that they AccURATELY 
appralsE the above for the Lzecat Prorgsston ‘or PURCHASE the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished 1772 


Under the vatronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Thbraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Se and Text-books 


ways on on 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY | STREET. 





THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal : Mz. J. CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honour 
Oxon and London). 

Tutors: A Numper or Hieu-crass Honours GrapvuarTes 
BakRIsTERS, Axp SpEcrIALISTs. 

Preparation in small Classes and by Correspondenc® 
Individual attention throughout. 

orough Private Tuition in any branch. 
Address. 7 Tur Ps PrrxcipaL, Burtineton CLAssEs, 
27, Cuaxcery-1 ANE, W.C, 


A W.—Solicitor (25, recently admitted, 
B.A. Oxon.) requires Clerkship; at present in good 
conveyancing office.—B.A., 3, Pavilion Parade, Brighton. 


AW. — Advertiser desires Situation as 
General Clerk; three years’ Sees age 18; 
good references.— P. Gav NT, , Downham Market. 

N IDEAL THREE WEEKS’ TOUR. - 
Rhine and Switzerland, 15 guineas; also for 12 
guineas (less time reduction); ticket available 45 days ; 
visiting Cologne, Coblence, Heidelberg, Neuhausen, Zurich, 

Lucerne. —Epwis « Hoorrr,  Compton-terrace, London. 
A S FINISHING GOVERNESS. iil udge’s 
daughter seeks Re-engagement; thorough English, 
fluent French and German acquired abroad; good Music, 

g, Painting; had entire charge; moderate 

oms-tieaes, Mrs. Hooper’s Governesses’ Home, 
Compton-terraee, London, N 











OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS.—Izarp & Izarp, 
Experts and Valuers, 52, Gracechurch - street. 
Traders’ Businesses carried on and realized to best advan- 
tage. Compensation Cases prepared under the Lands 
Sa Losses by Fire, &c. Forty years’ experience. 
ALD AEIONE of Modern and Old Laces. 
price given for Old Point and Modern Real 
some, a Embroideries, &c.- 
w. Established 7 70. 


A ADAME TUSSAUD’ 8 EXHIBITION.— — 
at 9 am. during the Summer Months. 
Additions. Book direct to Baker-street Station. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Just added :—The 
King of Spain, Queen ot Holland, &c. Richly-arranged 
Drawing-room Tableau. Magnificent Superb 
y Relics, Grand Promenade. Deli htful 

music all day. New songs, solos, &e. Special refreshment 
ts. Popular prices. Every convenience and 





comfort. 

MADAME 1 TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Station.—JABEZ SPENCER BAL- 

FOUR. THE : LIBERATOR FAILURE. Open at 9 . ae 

Trains and a from all parts 

ehildren under 1 Fxtra MAD sate 


rooms 4a. 
TUSSAUDS EXHIBITION 





-Haywarp’s, 166 and 168, ! 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
4 WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests pur 
T. ROBINSON, 


Insurance Broker, 85, High-street ‘West, Sunderland. | 


Special Advantages to Private Tsousens. 
THE IMPERIAL uysvrance company 
tmuirep. FIRE. 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and yn ha ae a or Loans or 


— thereon 
RoctEry Se gg eG 











RSIONARY 
| eee ne oo Waterloo T Briton Strand. Established 
— Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 

zed. 


C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, Secretaries. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBaRp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanine-cross. Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W. C. Macponatp, 
F. B. Macnonaze, 


Joint 
Geeretaries. 


Ope INSURED AGAINST 

ACCIDENTS, whether caused by oe, the 
Falling, Bolting, or Kicking of Horses, or by being Run 
Into by other Vehicles. Policies issued for the Year or 
Season only. Prospectuses t free.—Carriace Ixsur- 
ance Company, Limirep, 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W. 
Aga wanted. 


VHE NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN - 
VESTMENT CO., LIMITED. Founded 1867. 


REVERSIONARY INTERESTS (Absolute and Contin- 
gent), LIFE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, and 
ANNUITIES Purchased. 


The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase. 
Apply to Secrerary, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estastisuep 1823), 


Purchase Reversi Interests in Real and Deena 
Property, and Life Interests - Lafe Policies, 
Advance Money upon these Securit 
Paid-up Share and Debenture ly £613,725, 
i7, KING’S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


FRZEHOLD GROUND, CITY OF 
LONDON. 





The Commissioners Or Sewers of the City of London 
will meet in the GuitpHat of the said City on Tvugspay, 
the 2nd of Junx, 1896, at Hatr-past Ove o'clock precisely. 
to receive Tenders for the hase of several Plots of 
=. po wea Freehold Ground in Monument-st 

iculars of which may be obtained at this 
aoe jae) er with the a of sale. 

Tenders should be sealed and indorsed outside, “ Tender 
for Freehold Ground, Monument-street’’; they must be 
addressed to the undersigned, und delivered before Oxg 

“= on the 2nd of Jun next. 
e Commissioners do not bind themselves to accept the 
higrene or any Tender. 

Persons sen in proposals should attend the aforesaid 
meeting of the Commissioners and be prepared (if their 
Tenders be accepted) to pay the req deposit of 10 per 
cent. on the purchase money, and to execute an agreement 
for the completion of the purchase agreeably to the con- 


ditions of ~ 
H. MONTAGUE BATES, 
Principal Clerk to the said Commissioners, 
GuILDHALL, April, 1896. 


FREEHOLD GROUND RENTS, 
CITY OF LONDON. 








The Commisstongrs or Sewers of the City of London 
will meet in the GuitpHatz of the said City on TvuEspay, 
the 2nd of Junz, 1896, at Hatr-past One o’clock precisely, 
to receive Tenders for the Purchase of the valuable Free- 
hold Ground gral and Reversions of Premises in Monu- 
ment-street, viz. 

= nad 


St. Magnus House panne of Pudding-lane). 
St. Magnus — corner of Botolph-lane) .. * S100 

Particulars and plans of the premises may be had at this 
office, together — the conditions of sale. 

Tenders should be sealed and indorsed outside, “ Tender 
for Freehold Sena Rent”? (indicating which); they 
must be addressed to the undersigned, and delivered ‘before 
Ons o’clock on the 2nd of Junz next. 

The Commissioners do not bind themselves to accept the 
highest or any Tender. 

Seanee sending in proposals should attend the aforesaid 
meeting of the Goecnaticoees and be prepared (if their 
Tender be acoepted) to pay the required deposit of 10 per 
cent. on the purchase money, and to execute an agreement 
for the completion of the purchase agreeably to the con- 


ditions of sale. 
H. MONTAGUE BATES, 
Principal Clerk to the said Commissioners, 
Gu ILDHALL, Apri, 1896. 


OHN GERMAN, SON, & -BEVEN, E.S. I, 
LAND er SURVEYORS, and 
CTIONEERS, 
59 and a. “CHANCEILY LANE, , WAC. 
Tel. add., ‘*Cogitate, London.’ 
~ ounrer Orvices :— 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicestershire, 
Chartley, Staffordshire, 
Willesley, Derbyshire, 
Kingston, Notts. 

Tel. add., “ Gumaiee, Ashby-de-la-Zouch.”’ 
Sales by Auction or by Private Treaty of Real Estate and 
other Property. Valuations for Mortgage, Estate Duty, &. 
Valuers of Railway Compensation and other claims, 
Arbitrations. 

Country, Town, and Suburban Houses to be Let or Sold. 
On receipt of requirements a selection of suitable pro- 
perties will be forwarded to applicants. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CoO., 101, ‘Park- 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-Mnd 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. ee 


N ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 





AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
6, IRONMONG 


Sani and Mo’ e Surveyors, 

LANE, EAPSIDE, E.C., and 

308. BRIXTON HILL, 8. Ww. (Established 1773.) 5 
52 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS. — Two 
‘9 Suites of Offices to be Let ; modern improvements; 
pens. light. re gS to Berxevey-Catcorr & Co., 52, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. Seen 
265,000, £70,000, and £175 5,000 to be Lent 
on good Freeholds or Leaucholds at 2} and 4 per 











oe. ; no agents.—R., 24, Birchington-road, London, 

N.W. 

Lrse Wanted, at 3 per cent., upon First 
Mor of a Freehold ded Estate in the North 


of Epgland; value £365,000; re’ over £14,000 a year, 
punctually paid by good farm tenants.—Address, Lanp- 
OWNER, oo Advertising Agency, i4, Cockspur- 
street, 8 


1 ROUND-RENTS| REQUIRED ‘to ‘PUR- 
CHASE, by trustees, who are compelled to invest 
about £47,000; the ground-rents must be well secured.— 
Apply to ‘Messrs. Dowsetr, Kyicut, & Co., 3, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fieldx, London. 


ale) OT OETORS, ARCHITECTS, and 
HERS.—Brixton main road, near Station ; light 
and coos Offices to Let.—Full of 
Baxer & Sons, Estate Agents, &c., 2 and 4, Acre-lane, 
Brixton, 8.W. 
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